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From  January  to  April,  1990,  the  Archaeological  Research  Laboratory  at  Texas  A&M 
University  conducted  a  cultural  resources  surv^  for  Delivery  Order  Nuniber  10  of  26  km*  (6.425 
acres)  at  Fort  Hood.  As  a  result  of  the  survey,  77  archaeological  sites  were  discovered  or  relocated, 
and  recorded.  The  54  prehistoric  sites  recorded  show  evidence  of  human  occupation  spanning  the 
last 
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8.500  years.  Hie  23  historic  sites  recorded  represent  the  Initial  migrations  Into  Central  Texas 
Iqr  Aiiglo  settlers  beginning  about  1850  and  ending  with  the  purchase  of  the  land  by  the  Am^ 
In  the  1940s  and  1950s. 

Prellmlnaiy  recommendations  regarding  the  research  potential  of  each  site  were  based 
solefy  on  the  surface  indications  of  the  sites,  with  the  result  that  a  number  of  sites  will  require 
shovel  testing  In  order  to  apinalse  the  depth  of  the  deposits,  and/or  documentary  and 
Informant  research. 

Llthic  remains  constitute  the  most  abundant  artifact  cat^ory  recovered  during  the 
present  survey.  Durlr^  the  survey  of  41CV1540.  five  discrete  concentrations  of  llthic  debris 
consisting  of  two  distinct  chert  types  were  encountered.  The  concentrated  nature  of  these 
debris  areas  Indicate  that  they  may  be  laigefy  Intact.  Anafysls  the  debltage  shows  that  a 
slightly  different  reduction  strategy  was  used  on  the  two  types  of  material  based  on  the 
different  amount  of  cortex  present  and  a  different  rate  of  loading  during  flake  removal. 

A  discussion  on  recovered  debltage  is  new  to  this  series  of  surv^  reports  finm  Fort 
Hood.  The  analysis  (ff  debltage  recovered  fiom  a  debltage  concentration  at  41CV1540  provides 
information  concerning  bIface  manufacture  in  general  as  well  as  the  stages  of  biface 
manufacture.  Itypotheses  concemlqg  procurement  strategies  and  different  reduction 
techniques  for  different  chert  types  are  also  presented. 

As  part  of  the  (mgolng  research  effort  at  Fort  Hood,  this  report  also  describes  the 
development  of  predictive  models  for  prehistoric  and  historic  site  locations.  The  models  are 
developed  with  all  survey  data  prior  to  the  present  survey  and  are  compared  with  the  CERL 
model  developed  prevlousty  and  with  the  results  of  the  present  surv^.  The  predictive  models 
were  developed  using  GRASS  4.0  on  the  DEH  Masscomp  computer. 


ABSTRACT 


From  January  to  April,  1990.  the  Archaeological  Research  Laboratory  at  Texas  A&M 
University  conducted  a  cultural  resources  survey  for  Delivery  Order  Number  10  of  26  km^  (6,425 
acres)  at  Fort  Hood.  As  a  result  of  the  survey.  77  archaeological  sites  were  discovered  or  relocated, 
and  recorded.  The  54  prehistoric  sites  show  evidence  of  human  occupation  spanning  the  last 
8,500  years.  Ihe  23  historic  sites  represent  the  initial  migrations  into  Central  Texas  by  Anglo 
settlers  boglnnlrg  about  1850  and  ending  with  the  pirrchase  of  the  land  by  the  Arn^  in  the  1940s 
and  1950s. 

Preliminary  recommendations  regarding  the  research  potential  of  each  site  were  based 
solely  on  the  surface  indications  of  the  sites,  with  the  result  that  a  number  of  sites  will  require 
shovel  testing  In  order  to  appraise  the  depth  of  the  deposits,  and/or  documentary  and  Informant 
research. 

Llthlc  remains  constitute  the  most  abundant  arttfact  category  recovered  during  the  present 
survey.  During  the  survey  of  41CV1540.  five  discrete  concentrations  of  llthlc  debris  consisting 
of  two  distinct  chert  types  were  encountered.  The  concentrated  nature  of  these  debris  areas 
indicate  that  th^  may  be  largely  Intact.  Analysis  of  the  debitage  shows  that  a  slightly  different 
reduction  strategy  was  used  on  the  two  types  of  material  based  on  the  different  amotmt  of  cortex 
present  and  a  different  rate  of  loading  during  flake  removal. 

As  part  of  the  ongoing  research  effort  at  Fort  Hood,  this  report  also  describes  the 
development  of  predictive  models  for  prehlstorte  and  historic  site  locations.  The  models  are 
developed  with  all  survey  data  prior  to  the  present  surv^  and  are  compared  with  the  CERL  model 
developed  previously  and  with  the  results  of  the  present  surv^.  Ihe  predictive  models  were 
developed  using  GRASS  4.0  on  the  DEH  Masscomp  computer. 

A  discussion  on  recovered  debitage  is  new  to  this  senes  of  survey  reports  from  Fort  Hood. 
The  anafysis  of  debitage  recovered  fiom  a  debitage  concentration  at  41CV1540  provides 
Information  concerning  biface  manufacture  in  general  as  well  as  the  stages  of  blface  manufacture. 
Hypotheses  concerning  procurement  strategies  and  different  reduction  techniques  for  different 
chert  types  are  also  presented. 
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MANAOBilBIfT  SmOlART 


The  present  report  summaitses  the  results  of  a  26  km>  cultural  resources  survey 
conducted  in  the  northeaston  area  at  Fort  Hood.  The  purpose  of  the  suivi^  was  to  record  all 
historic  and  prehistoric  sites  which  might  be  eligible  for  protection  under  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  of  1966.  as  amended,  and  the  Archeolc^Slcal  and  Historic  Preservatl(m  Act  of 
1974.  As  a  result  of  the  surv^.  54  prehistoric  and  23  hlstmlc  sites  were  recorded. 

The  future  research  potentials  of  these  sites  and  their  potential  ellglblll^  for  Hating  on  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  have  been  prellminarlfy  evaluated  as  follows:  those  sites  with 
substantial  research  potential.  1  prehistoric;  those  sites  which  reqtilre  subsurface  testing  and/or 
documentary  and  Informant  research  to  adequately  assess  research  potential.  33  prehlstortc  and 
9  historic:  and  those  sites  which  appear  to  have  limited  research  potential.  20  prehistoric  and  14 
historic.  A  listing  of  site  assessments  Is  provided  in  the  Recommendations  and  Conclusions 
section,  and  site  by  site  assessments  are  provided  In  Appendices  I  and  n.  the  prehistoric  and 
historic  site  descriptions. 


vU 


TABLE  owcommm 


ABSTRACT .  v 

MANAGEMENT  SUMMARY . vU 

USTOFnCURES  .  xi 

UST  OF  TABLES  . xlU 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS . xv 

INTRODUCTION,  David  L.  Carbon .  I 

ENVIRONMENTAL  BACKGROUND,  David  L.  Carbon  and  Johi:  E.  Dockall .  5 

CULTURAL  BACKGROUND,  David  L.  Carbon .  11 

PREVIOUS  RESEARCH  AND  RESEARCH  DESIGN,  David  L.  Carison  and  John  B.  Dockall .  IS 

SURVEY  PROCEDURES  AND  RESULTS.  Ben  W.  Olive .  19 

RESEARCH  RESULTS,  David  L.  Carbon  and  John  E.  Dockall . 27 

RECOMMENDATIONS  AND  CONCLUSIONS.  David  L.  Carbon  .  53 

REFERENCES  CITED .  57 

APPENDIX  1.  PREHISTORIC  SHE  DESCRIPTIONS.  Ben  W.  Olive .  63 

APPENDIX  n.  PREHISTORIC  MATERIAL  CULTURE  DISCUSSION.  John  E  Dodcall . 99 

APPENDIX  in.  PREHISTORIC  SFTE  CODING  FORMAT,  David  L.  Carlson  .  117 

APPENDIX  IV.  PREHISTORIC  SITE  ENVIRONMENTAL  AND  CULTURAL  DATA, 

Ben  W.  Olive .  127 

APPENDDCV.  HISTORIC  SITE  DESCRIPTIONS,  Ben  W.  Olive .  135 

APPENDIX  VI.  HISTORIC  MATERIAL  CULTURE  DISCUSSION.  Shawn  Bonath  Carbon  ...  151 

APPENDIX  Vn.  HISTORIC  SITE  CODING  FORMAT,  Shawn  Bonath  Carbon .  165 

APPENDIX  Vm.  HISTORIC  SITE  ENVIRONMENTAL  AND  CULTURAL  DATA, 

BenW.OUve  .  179 


ix 


UBT  or  FIGURES 


Figure  1.  Location  of  Fort  Hood  In  Bell  and  Coryell  Counties.  Texas .  2 

Figure  2.  Surv^  Area  for  Fiscal  Year  1990  .  3 

Figure  3.  Environmental  Zones  Present  at  Fort  Hood  . .  6 

Figure  4.  Correlations  between  Nordt  (1992)  and  previous  chronologies  of 

DUlehay  (1974)  and  Prewitt  (1985)  .  12 

Figure  5.  Diagram  of  One-meter  IRadlus  Debitage  Collection  at  Knapping 

Station  C . 27 

Figure  6.  Log  of  Average  Flake  Weight .  33 

Figure  7.  Prehistoric  Site  (x)  and  Non-site  (+)  Locations  .  35 

Figure  8.  Historic  Site  (x)  and  Non-site  (+)  Locations .  36 

Figure  9.  Prehistoric  Site  Predictive  Model  Map .  40 

Figure  10.  Predictive  Model  for  Prehistoric  Sites .  43 

Figure  11.  Historic  Site  Predictive  Model  Map  .  45 

Figure  12.  Predictive  Model  for  Historic  sites .  46 

Figure  13.  Comparison  of  CERL  and  TAMU  Predictive  Models  for  Prehistoric 

Sites .  49 

Figure  14.  Comparison  of  CERL  and  TAMU  Predictive  Models  for  Historic 

Sites .  49 

Figure  15.  Predictive  Model  for  Prehistoric  Sites  along  the  Northeastern 

Perimeter .  50 

Figure  16.  Predictive  Model  for  Historic  Sites  along  the  Northeastern 

Perimeter .  51 

Figure  17.  View  of  Military  "Foxhole"  Impacting  Site  41CV0601 .  68 

Figure  18.  View  of  Cutbank  WaU  at  41CV1495 .  80 

Figure  19.  Overview  of  Northern  Portion  of  Site  41CV1536 .  95 

Figure  20.  Late  Paleolndlan  and  Early  Archaic  Projectile  Points  . 104 

Figure  21.  Late  Archaic  to  Late  Prehistoric  Projectile  Points  and  Untyped 

Points  .  107 

xl 


LIST  OF  FIOUKBS.  COmOmd 


Figure  22.  Miscellaneous  Chipped  Stone  Tools .  Ill 

Figure  23.  Other  Stone  Tools  and  Cores  .  113 

Figure  24.  Brick  Scatter  with  Foundation  Stones  at  41CV470 . 140 

Figure  25.  General  View  of  Fenced  Area  with  Cut  Limestone  at  41CV1474 .  141 


xll 


U8T  or  TABLES 


Table  1.  Central  Texas  Prehistoric  Chronok^ .  11 

Table  2.  Sununaiy  of  Bell  County  and  Coiyell  County  Hlstoiy .  13 

Table  3.  Survey  Quadrants  .  20 

Table  4.  Distribution  of  Prehistoric  Sites  by  Environmental  Zone  .  21 

Table  5.  Distribution  of  Historic  Sites  by  Environmental  Zone . 21 

Table  6.  Site  Size .  22 

Table  7.  Prehistoric  Chronological  Components .  22 

Table  6.  Historic  Chronological  Components .  22 

Table  9.  Prehistoric  Sites  Recorded  In  the  Survey .  24 

Table  10.  Historic  Sites  Recorded  in  the  Survey .  25 

Table  11.  Shovel  Testing  Data. .  26 

Table  12.  Summary  data  of  contents  of  Knapping  Station  C .  28 

Table  13.  Screen  mesh  sizes  used  during  debitage  analysis .  29 

Table  14.  Statistics  for  material  type  and  size  grade  for  Knapping 

Station  C .  31 

Table  15.  Statistics  for  material  type  and  cortex  for  Knapping  Station  C .  32 

Table  16.  Logistical  Regression  Output  for  Prehistoric  Sites .  39 

Table  17.  Evaluation  of  Prehistoric  Predictive  Model .  41 

Table  18.  Logistical  Regression  Output  for  Historic  Sites .  44 

Table  19.  Evaluation  of  Historic  Predictive  Model .  47 

Table  20.  Distribution  of  Prehistoric  Sites  by  Environmental  Zone. 

Site  T^pe,  and  Temporal  Period .  . .  54 

Table  2 1 .  Distribution  of  Prehistoric  Sites  by  Environmental  Zone, 

Site  Type,  and  Temporal  Period .  55 

Table  22.  Summary  of  Recommendations  for  Delivery  Order  10  Sites .  56 

xUl 


LIST  OF  TABLBS.  coatimMd 


Table  23.  Metric  Data  for  Projectile  Points .  102 

Table  24.  Metric  Data  for  Stone  Artifacts .  103 


ACKNOWLEDQ1IENT8 


The  successful  completion  of  this  survey  Is  due  to  a  number  of  people.  Personnel  from  the 
Archaeological  Research  Laboratory  are  thanked  for  their  contributions  to  the  project  including 
Joe  Sanchez  who  directed  the  survey  and  crew  members  Diane  Cargill,  Karl  Klelr^ack,  Marie 
Brown.  Kermeth  Vandersteen,  Trac^  Sanderfur.  and  Rancfy  Korgel. 

In  the  laboratory,  Um  Nlederauer  Is  thanked  for  her  careful  handling  and  processing  of 
the  artifacts.  Thanks  are  also  given  to  Tamn^  McLean  who  anafyzed  the  historic  artifacts  and 
Ruth  Rlegel  who  did  the  final  wordprocesslr^.  Office  manager  Beverfy  Custer  kept  the  field  crew 
paid  and  the  principal  investigator  current  on  the  fiscal  status  of  the  project. 

At  Fort  Hood.  Dr.  Jack  Jackson  provided  access  to  the  Fort  Hood  Archaeology  lab  and  site 
files  and  helped  with  logistic  problems. 


xv 


mraoDDcnoii 


David  L.  Carlson 

The  present  and  previous  surveys  at  the  Fort  Hood  MlUtaiy  Installation  have  been 
conducted  In  compliance  with  federal  laws  and  regulations  which  protect  significant  archaeological 
sites  firom  dlsttuhance  or  damage  resulting  firam  federal  actions.  In  particular,  the  National 
Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  (P.L.  89-655  and  amendments;  P.L.  91-243. 93-54. 94-422. 94- 
458.  and  96-515).  Executive  Order  11593  (1971).  and  the  Archeological  and  Historic  Preservation 
Act  oS  1974  (P.L.  93-291)  have  governed  the  archaecddglcal  research  conducted  at  Fort  Hood.  The 
artifacts  recovered  firom  these  surveys  and  the  records  produced  axe  being  curated  by  the  Staff 
Archaeologist  at  the  Fort  Hood  Military  Installation  In  Killeen.  Texas. 

From  January  to  April.  1990.  a  crew  oi  six  persons  from  the  Archaeological  Research 
Laboratory  at  Texas  A&M  University  conducted  a  cultural  resources  surv^  of  approodmatefy  26 
km^  (6.425  acres)  for  Delivery  Order  Number  10.  in  the  northeastern  areas  of  Fort  Hood.  Texas 
(Figures  1  and  2).  As  a  result  of  these  Investigadons.  54  prehistoric  arxl  23  historic  sites  were 
discovered  or  relocated  and  were  recorded. 

Systematic  archaeological  suxv^  at  Fort  Hood  have  been  conducted  since  1978  (Sklrmer 
et  al.  1981).  The  project  is  unusual  in  comparison  with  most  cultural  resource  surveys  for  two 
reasons.  First,  the  size  of  the  post  has  allowed  large  contiguous  blocks  to  be  surveyed,  providing 
more  detailed  Infomiatlon  on  site  density  and  location  than  can  rurmalfy  be  obtained.  This 
contrasts  with  pipeline,  highway,  or  small  surv^  by  providing  archaeologists  with  a  broader 
perspective  on  archaeological  resources.  Secondly,  most  the  terrain  Is  In  upland  and 
Intermediate  upland  environmental  zones,  often  located  well  away  from  permanent  water  sources. 
This  dlstlrigulshes  Fort  Hood  fiom  reservoir  basin  surveys,  which  are  almost  always  located  in 
floodplain  areas. 

In  the  present  report  Ben  W.  OUve  summarizes  the  procedures  and  the  results  of  the 
surveys,  provides  site  descriptions,  and.  with  Shawn  Bonath  Carlson,  describes  the  prehistoric 
and  historic  artifacts  recovered.  Formats  for  coding  prehistoric  and  historic  sites  are  lauded  as 
appendices,  as  Is  a  discussion  of  prehistoric  material  culture  by  John  E.  Dockall  arkl 
environmental  and  cultural  data  fay  site,  prepared  by  Olive.  Background  chapters  on  the 
environment  and  culture  history  are  presented  by  David  L.  Carlson,  who  also  reviews  previous 
research  In  the  area. 

A  project  research  design  and  research  results  are  provided  by  David  L.  Carlson  and  John 
E.  Dockall.  The  research  design  focuses  on  two  different  studies:  analysis  of  a  prehistoric  hthlc 
knapplrig  station  on  the  postal  development  d*  predictive  models  for  the  Fmt  Hood  area.  Within 
the  Research  Results  chapter,  Dockall  details  the  anafysis  of  the  hthic  knappirig  station,  wherein 
two  different  btface-reducUon  strategies  took  place;  Carlson  presents  predictive  models  of  both 
prehistoric  and  historic  sites,  usirig  18  variables  based  on  stepwise  logistic  r^resaimi. 
Assessments  and  recommendations  for  each  historic  property  and  prehistoric  site  are  made  by 
David  L.  Carlson. 
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BNvmommrTAL  backosound 

David  L.  Carlson  and  Ben  W.  Olive 

the  study  of  any  past  culture  depends  heavify  on  a  vpdMcIi^  knofdedsc  of  the  pl^slcal 
environment  In  which  It  was  set.  This  applies  to  both  historic  a|idj|i’4i|torlc  sites.  For  this 
reason,  sevo^  environmental  studies  of  the  Fort  Hood  regtOQ.hayiTfM^' published.  A  brief 
summary  is  presented  here.  Detailed  earlier  statonents  can  be  found  tewdeiQan  et  al.  (1980:8- 
12.  180-210).  Skinner  et  aL  (1981:6-11).  Skinner  et  aL  (1984:2-1  to  2-4).  Caiison  et  al.  (1986). 
Roemer  et  al.  (1985).  United  States  Department  of  the  Army  (1979:5.3-5.^.  and  Esp^.  Huston, 
and  Associates.  Inc.  (1979). 


GEOLOGY  AND  GEOMORPHOLOGY 

The  present  topography  of  Fort  Hood  consists  of  incised  river  canyon  topography 
r^uvenated  by  late  Tertiary  fauldrig  and  uplift.  Associated  with  these  upland  areas  is  an 
extensive  area  of  gentfy  rolling  hills  also  Indsed  by  dendritic  stream  systems.  Over  half  of  the  Fort 
Hood  Military  Reservation  conaiats  of  Intermediate  uplands  where  the  Cretaceous  sediments  are 
heavify  dissected  by  rivers  and  streams  (Figure  3).  Ascending  from  the  lowest  elevations,  the 
geological  strata  are  all  Cretaceous  System.  Fredericksburg  Group.  Comanche  Series. 

AU  Comanche  sediments  known  in  Texas  are  nearshore  or  epicontinental  deposits.  They 
bekriig  very  generally  to  three  facies:  (1)  marginal,  nearshore  neurltlc  or  partfy  littoral  sands,  silty 
clays,  congl^erates.  and  saline  or  gypsiferous  sediments;  (2)  neurltlc  marls,  clays,  shales,  and 
limestones;  and  (3)  reef  (zoogenic)  limestones,  coquina,  and  shell  aggr^ates  or  marls. 

In  the  Fort  Hood  region,  it  is  the  Fredericksburg  group  of  the  Comanche  series  that  is 
visible  both  in  outcrop  aai  In  the  getanorphology  present.  The  Fredericksburg  group  is 
distinguished  by  n  grest  dMlitty  of  lithologic  facies,  corresponding  to  differences  in  the  sources 
of  its  sediments.  It  is  doubtfbl  that  the  Walnut.  Comanche  Peak,  and  Edwards  formations  can 
be  retained  as  formations  in  the  usual  sense  in  this  area;  however,  those  terms  might  be  used  to 
designate  the  shelty  marl,  the  soft  nodular  limestone,  and  the  rudistld  reef  facies,  for  in  each  of 
the  three  supposed  formations  all  three  types  of  lithology  occur. 

It  is  the  southern  portion  of  the  Frederlck^urg  group  that  forms  the  Edwards  Plateau  and 
the  region  of  incised  river  canyon  topography  rejuvenated  by  late  Tertiary  hmltiiig  and  uplift.  It 
also  forms  the  Lampasas  cutplain  whose  top  consists  of  interstream  fl|d|^  and  outUers  of 
Umestone  (the  Edwards  and  Comanche  Peak  formations  primarily  overiookiiig  day  valltys  (Walnut 
formation)  to  the  west. 

The  Paluxy  formation,  the  lowest  mapped  Cretaceous  material  found  at  Fort  Hood,  is 
laterally  continuous  with  the  Upper  Glen  Rose.  There  are  no  dear-cut  age  indtcators  present  in 
the  stratum. 

Above  the  Palmty  sand  lies  the  Walnut  formation,  a  lateralty  continuous  stratum  consistliig 
of  yellow  clays,  flaggy  limestone,  and  shell  masses  of  Exogyra  texnnaand  Gryphaea  maroouL  This 
soft  clay  formation  accounts  for  the  rolling  topognqihy  above  the  floodplains  In  the  Fort  Hood 
Mllltazy  Installatiwi.  It  grades  conformabty  into  the  oveitylng  Comanche  Peak  formation. 
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The  Comanche  Peak  formation  consists  of  a  chaU^-llmey  factes  in  generally  massive  beds. 
Much  Jointing  and  flaking  is  apparent,  which  gives  the  limestone  a  fractured  appearance.  The 
Comanche  Peak  formation  forms  steep  slopes,  m  contrast  to  the  Walnut  (which  forms  valleys)  and 
the  Edwards  (which  forms  massive  bluffs)  formations:  it  forms  numerous  round-topped  buttes  and 
outliers  where  the  Edwards  cap  is  eroded  away. 

Overlying  the  Comanche  Peak  formation  is  the  Edwards  formation.  The  Edwards  formaUon 
forms  a  large  upland  area  deeply  cut  into  the  soft  Walnut  clay  in  the  valleys  and  streams  flowing 
downhill.  These  Walnut  vall^  Interstream  divides,  buttes  (outliers),  and  the  west-fronting  cuesta 
face  of  the  Edwards/Comanche  Peak  scarp  compose  the  Lampasas  cutplain. 

The  Edwards  formation  contains  several  units  which  are  generally  lumped  together,  these 
Include  the  undivided  Kiamlchl  clay  and  Denton  clay.  Fort  Worth  limestone,  and  Duck  Creek 
limestone.  This  group  is  informally  referred  to  as  the  Edwards  limestone.  Also  present  in  the  Fort 
Hood  region  is  a  significant  amount  of  Quaternary  alluvium  and  gravel,  generally  restricted  to  the 
major  drainages. 

With  the  Paluxy  sand  formation  the  only  possible  exception,  the  geolc^lcal  formations 
discussed  above  are  rich  in  Uthlc  resources  for  possible  prehistoric  exploitation.  The  Edwards 
caprock  is  common^  recognized  as  an  Important  lithic  procurement  area  (Gerstle  et  al.  1978:25; 
Sldrmer  et  al.  1984:6-30);  however,  some  feel  that  may  have  been  overstated  in  view  of 
prehistoric  lithic  procurement  potential  in  all  of  Fort  Hood’s  environmental  zones  (Briuer  in 
Carlson  et  al.  1988:9). 

Elevations  at  Fort  Hood  vary  from  1.230  feet  (374.9  m)  to  590  feet  (179.8  m)  above  sea 
level,  although  most  of  the  installation  is  below  850  feet  (259. 1  m)  (United  States  Department  of 
the  Army  1979:5-8)  (Figures  4-6),  The  lowest  elevations  are  found  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the 
installation  in  the  Lake  Belton  area. 


CLIMATE  AND  WATCR  RESOURCES 

The  Fort  Hood  region  averages  84.5  cm  of  rain  per  year,  which  is  barely  in  excess  of  water 
needed  (Blair  1950: 100),  and  borders  both  the  moisture-rich  lands  to  the  east  and  the  water- 

deficient  area  to  the  west.  Three  major  Brazos  River  tributaries - the  Leon  River,  Cowhouse 

Creek,  and  the  Lampasas  River - run  through  the  northern,  central,  and  southern  areas. 

respectively,  of  the  installation.  Several  aquifers,  including  the  Edwards,  are  considered  to  have 
been  Important  prehistorically  (Briuer  1981:D-14).  A  further  and  more  detailed  discussion  of 
climate  and  water  resources  can  be  foimd  in  previous  reports,  including  Gudeijan  et  al.  (1980:8- 
12),  Skirmer  et  al.  (1981:6-11),  Sklrmer  et  al.  (1984:2-1  to  2-4),  Carlson  et  al.  (1988),  Roemer  et 
al.  (1985).  United  States  Department  of  the  Am^  (1979:5.3-5.4),  and  Esp^.  Huston  and 
Associates.  Inc.  (1979). 


FLORA  AND  FAUNA 
Flora 

The  woody  vegetation  present  on  the  Fort  Hood  Military  Installation  is  closefy  related  to 
that  of  the  Eastern  Edwards  Plateau,  as  evidenced  by  the  predominance  of  Ashe  juniper 
(JxmipeTus  asheH,  live  oak  {Quercus  Justformes),  Texas  oak  (Q.  texandi,  cedar  elm  (Ulmus 
crasstfbUa),  Texas  ash  [Traxtnus  texansi^,  and  Texas  persimmon  [Dtospyrus  texandi.  The  two 
predominate  species  of  the  Cross  Timbers  region,  post  oak  [Quercus  steUatdi  and  blackjack  oak 
(Q.  rrwuilandicdi,  are  of  minor  importance  on  the  installation. 
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Grasses  present  Include  the  tallgrass  prairie  that  is  characteristic  (tf  higher  rainfall  areas 
of  Blackland  Prairie  to  the  east,  and  mid-  to  shortgrass  prahles.  which  are  more  important  to  the 
west.  Frequent  fires,  trafik,  and  overgrazing  have  eliminated  much  of  the  perennial  grass  cover 
over  a  large  percentage  of  the  installation. 

The  draninant  grasses  found  on  the  Port  Hood  Military  Installation  are  broomweeds 
IXarUhocephalum  texanum  and  X.  dracunciUokie^:  short,  busby,  yellow-flowered  annual  forbs  that 
Increase  in  response  to  overgrazlx^  (CorreU  and  Johnston,  1970). 

Fire  was  found  to  be  a  very  significant  ecological  factor  In  shaping  the  vegetaUonal 
structure  of  the  installation.  Fire  on  the  Fort  Hood  Military  Installation  originates  mainly  from  live 
artillery  fire  in  the  47.6-squa]:e-mlle  impact  area.  Other  significant  impacts  on  the  vegetsdional 
structure  are  ofT-road  mllttary  traffic  arid  grazing  domestic  cattle. 


Fauna 

The  Fort  Hood  Military  Insudlatlon  is  typical  of  the  Edwards  Plateau  Biotic  Zone  as 
described  by  Blair  (1950).  The  Edwards  Plateau  is  in  the  Balconlan  Biotic  Province.  In  addition. 
Fort  Hood  contains  a  variety  of  species  from  the  Austroriparlan.  TamauUpan,  Chlhuahuan.  and 
Kansan  Biotic  Provinces. 

Several  major  wildlife  habitats  exist  in  the  Fort  Hood  n^on  encompassing  Isoth  aquatic 
and  terrestrial  habitats.  For  ease  of  discussion,  they  are  divided  into  aquatic  and  terrestrial 
habitats.  The  terrestrial  habitats  are  further  divided  Into  upland  woodland,  deciduous  (riparian) 
woodland,  grassland  and  other  open  areas,  and  urban  areas. 

The  upland  woodland  predominates  at  Fort  Hood.  It  consists  of  a  scrub  forest  df  mainly 
juniper  and  oak,  and  was  discussed  above.  The  fauna  present  include: 

Southern  prairie  lizard  (Sceloporus  undtulatus  consobiinu^ 

Texas  splr^  lizard  (Sceloporus  oUvaceus) 

Broad-banded  copperhead  (Agkistrodon  contartrix  laOcInctus) 

Western  dlamondback  rattlesnake  (Crotahis  atrood 
Texas  patchnose  snake  [Saluadora  grahamtae  Urteata) 

Extern  blackneck  garter  snake  (Thamnophis  mardanus  marclanus) 

Gray  fox  (Urocyon  ctnereoargenteu^ 

Bobcat  (Lynx  nrfus] 

Eastern  woodrat  (Neotoma  Jlaridanai 
Deer  mouse  (Peromyscus  maniculatus) 

White-tailed  deer  (Odocolleus  virytntanus) 

Nine-banded  armadillo  (Dasypus  novemctnctus) 

Mourning  dove  (Zenaidura  macroura) 

Cardinal  (Rtchmondena  cartUnalisi 
Bewicks  wren  (Thyromanes  bewickiH 
Tufted  titmouse  (Porus  bicolori 
Black-capped  vireo  (Vfreo  atUoquus) 

Golden-cheeked  warbler  (Dendmica  chrysopariai 
Rufous-crowned  sparrow  (Almophila  n^lceps) 

Painted  bunting  (Passertna  ciiis) 

Ladder-backed  woodpecker  (Dendrocopm  scalartsU 
Brown  towhee  (Pipio  Juscusj 
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Deciduous  (r4}ailan)  woodland  Is  found  primarify  along  stream  bottoms,  in  canyons,  and 
other  mesic  areas.  The  flora  present  Include  live  oak,  ehn,  and  hackberries;  this  environment 
helps  extend  many  Austroriparian  species  into  the  Fort  Hood  region.  Species  present  Include: 


Gray  treefrog  (Hyla  versicolor  and  H.  chrysoscelis) 
Four-lined  sklnk  (Eumeces  L  tetragrammusi 
Broad-banded  copperhead  lAgktslrodfm  coiUorfrtx 
Virginia  opossum  (Didelphis  uirginiana 
Raccoon  (Procyon  lotoi) 

White-tailed  deer  (OdoaHIeus  virginianus) 

Fox  squirrel  {Sciurus  niget) 

Deer  mouse  (Peromyscus  rricmiculatus) 

Turk^  IMeleagris  gaUapavai 
Downy  woodpecker  (Dendrocopus  pubescent 
Yellow-billed  cuckoo  (Coccyzus  americamts) 
White-eyed  vlreo  (Vlreo  griseus) 

Black-and-white  warbler  [MriioUUa  varidi 
Summer  tanager  (Piranga  rubra} 

Cardinal  (Richmondena  cardinalis) 

Eastern  wood  pewee  (Contopus  virens) 

Barred  owl  (Sbix  varied 
Screech  owl  (Otus  asicH 


Grasslands,  rangelands,  and  other  open  areas  where  trees  are  few  or  absent  is  another 
environment  present  at  Fort  Hood.  Species  fotmd  here  include: 

Ornate  box  turtle  (Terrapene  ornoto) 

Texas  homed  lizard  [Pf^nosoma  comutunH 
Spotted  whlptall  {(^lerniuophorus  gularis) 

Western  coachwhip  (Masdeophis  Jlageihan  testaceus) 

Great  plains  narrowmouth  toad  ICastropfvyne  oUvacea) 

Coyote  (Cants  latrans) 

Fulvous  harvest  mouse  [Relihrodorttomys  Jutvesceris) 

Hispid  cotton  rat  [Sigmodon  hispidus) 

Black-tailed  jackrabblt  (Lepus  caUfomicus) 

Eastern  cottontail  {SylvUagus  Jlaridanus) 

Nine-banded  armadillo  [Dasypus  TxoveTTWinctus) 

Turk^  vulture  (Cathartes  aurui 
Bobwhlte  ICoUnus  virgintana) 

Red-tailed  hawk  (fiuteo  Jamaicensis) 

American  kestrel  iFtzlco  sparueriudi 
Mourning  dove  (Zenaidura  macrourdi 
Common  nlghthawk  [Chordeiles  minod 
Sdssor-talled  fl^atcher  (Musdvora  Jorfid 
Mockingbird  {Mimas  polyglottus) 

Loggerhead  shrike  (Lantus  bidovicianudi 
Eastern  meadowlark  {StumeUa  magndi 
Lark  sparrow  (Chondenstes  grammacudi 
Field  sparrow  {Spizella  pusiUdi 
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Urban  areas  are  the  last  terrestrial  environments  to  be  discussed.  These  areas  include 
North  Fort  Hood.  West  Fort  Hood,  and  the  Main  Cantonment  Area.  Species  diversity  in  these 
locations  is  low;  however,  the  number  of  Individuals  Is  high. 

The  aquatic  environment  at  Fort  Hood  Includes  streams,  springs,  ponds,  reservoirs,  and 
other  water  environments.  They  include  Belton  Lake.  Leon  River.  Cowhouse  Creek,  other  streams 
and  tributaries,  and  numerous  ponds  and  springs.  The  streams  are  generally  Intermittent  and 
seasonal;  however,  some  form  pools  when  not  actually  flowing.  The  ponds,  streams,  and  other 
aquatic  habitats  are  Important  to  resident  wildlife  and  also  as  a  source  of  moisture  for  species  In 
surrounding  habitats.  Species  present  Include: 


Red-cared  turtle  {Trachemys  scrota  degansU 
Diamondback  water  snake  {NerxxUa  rhombiferdi 
Blotched  water  snake  {Nerodia  erythrogaster  tnmsversdi 
Redstrlpe  ribbon  snake  (Thamnophis  praximus  rubrOineatusi 
Red-spotted  toad  (Bufo  punctatus) 

Eastern  green  toad  {Bufo  debilis  debilis) 

Spotted  chorus  frog  (Pseudacris  clarki) 

Cricket  frog  lAcris  crepitans) 

Bullfrog  (Rana  catesbeiana) 

Plains  leopard  frog  (Rana  bkUrC 

Rio  Grande  leopard  frog  (Rana  berlandierQ 

Raccoon  (Procyon  lotot) 

Nutria  (Myocastor  coypus) 

Beaver  (Castor  canad^is) 

Pled-billed  grebe  (Podiiymbus  podiceps) 

Great  blue  heron  (Ardea  herodias) 

Great  egret  (Casmerodius  albus) 

Green-winged  teal  (Anas  caroUnensis) 

Blue-winged  teal  (Anas  discors) 

Spotted  sandpiper  (ScutiOs  macularidi 
Belted  klngflsher  (Megaceryle  alcyoii) 

American  widgeon  (Mareca  ameriaindi 
Lesser  scaup  (Aythya  qfftnis) 

Northern  shoveler  (Anas  dypeatd) 
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CULTURAL  BACKGROUND 


David  L.  Cailson 
PREHISTORIC  SETUNG 

The  prehistoric  cultural  background  for  Fort  Hood  has  been  previously  summarized  In 
Gudeijan  et  al.  (1980).  Skinner  et  al.  (1981).  Skinner  et  aL  (1984),  and  Thomas  (1978).  Roen^r 
et  al.  (1985)  provided  an  update  based  on  Prewitt  (1981)  (Table  1).  Figure  4  correlates  Nordt’s 
( 1992)  geomorphlc  studies  of  the  post  with  DUlehay's  (1974)  Bison  Absence /Presence  periods  with 
the  chronology  shown  here. 


Table  1.  Central  Texas  Prehistoric  Chronology  (after  Prewitt  [1981,  1985]). 


1 - 

Period 

Tears  Before 
Present 

Date 

Paleolndlan 

12.500-8500 

10,550-6550  B.C. 

Early  Archaic 

Clrckville 

San  Geronimo 
Jarrell 

8500-5100 

6550-3050  B.C. 

Middle  Archaic 

Oakalla 

Clear  Fork 

Marshall  Ford 
Round  Rock 

5100-2600 

3050^0  B.C.  1 

Late  Archaic 

San  Marcos 

Uvalde 

2600-1800 

650  B.C.-AD.  200 

Terminal  Archaic 

IXrln  Sisters 
Driftwood 

1800-1250 

A.D.  200-700 

Austin  Phase 

1250-650 

A.D.  700-1300 

Toyah  Phase 

650-200 

A.D.  1300-1700 

HISTORIC  SETTING 

The  history  of  Bell  and  Coryell  counties  has  previously  been  addressed  by  S.  Carlson  In 
Carlson  et  al.  (1986)  and  Roemer  et  al.  (1985)  and  is  summarized  below  in  Table  2. 
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Nonft,1991  DiMehay.1974  Prewitt.  1985  Carlson  «L  1987 


Figure  4.  Conrelatlons  between  Nordt  (1992)  and  previous  chronologies  of  Dlllehay  (1974)  and 
Prewitt  (1985). 
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'Tadile  2.  Summary  of  Elell  County  and  Coiyell  County  Hlatoiy 
(firom  Anonymous  (18931.  Newcomb  (1961],  Scott  (1965|.  and  lyier  |1936|). 


1687 

Hctitl  Jould  Rcorded  Tankasn  and  Mayqre  Indians  In  Central  Texas. 

1688 

Mlsslnns  srere  cstabUalicd  In  northeast  Mexloo  for  the  Ervlplaine. 

1801 

PhlUp  Nolan  went  on  hunihig  expedttfon  In  Btaaos  FSlIa  region. 

1835 

Robert  Ldhrtch  panted  oiipmarto  contract  fay  Mexico. 

1830 

Leftwlch's  contract  paoaed  to  Sterling  RobertKHi:  Hamlet  of  Tenoxtttlan  became  Brat  aettleinent  In  Robertaon's  Coloriy. 

1835 

NaaiivtIle-on-lhe-Braaos  founded:  Jaim  Coryell  given  a  headrtght  grant  m  the  Naahvtile  Cofory  In  preaent-day  Coryell 

County. 

1836 

Bell  County  residents  fled  eastward  In  ’Runaway  Scrape’:  Milam  County  created  out  of  the  Milam  Land  District:  Coryell 

County  waa  fader  created  out  of  Milam  Cmmty. 

1841 

Governor  Sam  Houston  pacHed  Indian  profalema  for  aettlem  m  Bell  County. 

1849 

Fort  Gates  estabUahcd  as  last  gairtaon  along  the  bonOer  line  from  Fort  Duncan,  near  Erie’s  Raas.  to  Coffee's  Station  on  Red 
River. 

1850 

Bell  County  officially  or^udaed:  ’Nolandavllle’  (renamed  ’Belton’ m  1853)  deaignaled  as  county  seat. 

1853 

Fort  Gates  waa  abandoned. 

1853 

Fort  Gates  waa  temporarily  used  as  a  quartermaster  depot 

1854 

CrMyell  County  created:  GateavlUe  later  designated  county  seat 

1850 

Belton  (pop.  300)  the  only  town  of  aigntficance  In  Bell  County:  Governor  Houston  ^ves  direid  aid  to  aettfera  to  repufoe 

Indiana:  Fbat  cattle  drive  out  of  Coryell  County  to  Shreveport,  Loulstana. 

1866 

Cattle  busineaa  developed  In  Textut  and  trails  to  northern  markets  passed  through  Bell  County. 

1870i 

Wends  settle  The  Grove. 

1880 

Gulf,  Colorado  arxl  Santa  Fe  railroad  pasard  through  Bell  County. 

Misaourl  Karans,  and  Texas  railway  passed  through  Temple:  MIsaourl  Pacific  TKaty'l  braiKh  passed  through  Belton;  Texas 
rutd  St.  Louis  Railway  Corapruiy  cornpieted  tracks  to  Gatesville;  Gulf  Colorado,  and  Saida  Fe  Ralhwsy  Compariy  reached 
aouthwestem  Coiyell  County  from  Galveston. 

1890s 

Wends  settle  Copperas  Cove:  Cotton  aral  arfaeat  prices  declined  as  the  avalltddllty  of  maraifocturcd  ^lorls  Increased. 

1893 

fouilc  be^ui  aral  tasted  until  1899. 

1904 

Boll  weevil  reached  BeO  County  and  destroyed  crops. 

1907 

Stephenville  North  and  South  Texas  Raihnty  Compaity  laid  tracks  from  StephenvUle  to  Hamilton. 

1911 

StephenviUe  North  and  South  Texas  Ralhsty  Compariy  exteraled  lines  to  both  CoinatKhe  and  Gatesville. 

1913 

Bond  lasue  passed  In  BeO  County  for  ermstruedon  of  better  roarls. 

1914 

Farm  prices  dropped  with  onset  of  World  War  1  followed  by  a  war-lnllated  Iwom. 

1030 

Period  of  deflation  in  BeU  County. 

1933 

Ferieial  aid  for  hl^naty  corstruetton  granted  to  CoryeO  County. 

1930 

Community  Natural  Gas  Compariy  provided  service  for  500  ctiatomers. 

1935 

Community  Public  Service  provided  electricity  for  783  custoroers. 

1936 

Rural  Electrical  Association  available  m  Bartlett  region  of  BeO  County. 

1943 

Camp  Hood  activated  as  a  tank  destroyer  training  center. 

1951 

Camp  Hood  renamed  Fort  ffood. 
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PBEVIODB  KBSBABCH  AMD  MBSBARCH  DESIGN 


David  L.  Cailson  and  John  E.  Dockall 
PREHISTORIC  SITES 

Prehistoric  cultural  evidence  In  Central  Texas  has  undergone  considerable  formal  stucfy 
for  over  50  years.  The  bulk  of  previous  archaeological  work  at  or  near  Fort  Hood  Is  discussed  by 
Gudetjan  et  al.  (1980:13-47).  This  work  Includes  a  brief  history  ci' Investigations  In  the  region  and 
a  culture  history  description  that  Identifies  additional  studies.  Skirmer  et  al.  (1981:12-17)  also 
reviews  Central  Texas  Investigations.  The  Texas  Historical  Commission  (Simons  1981.  1983) 
provides  a  useful  compilation  of  reports  concemlrig  Texas  archaeology  to  circa  1980.  Rooner  et 
al.  (1985)  and  Carlson  et  al.  (1986)  contain  summaries  of  previous  archaeological  research  which 
Is  relevant  to  the  Fort  Hood  area.  Carlson  et  aL  (1987)  contains  research  on  typological  studies. 
Koch  et  al.  (1988)  reports  on  Impact  recording.  Carlson  et  aL  (1988)  and  Koch  and  MueUer-WlUe 
(1989a  and  1989b)  contain  research  on  site  function  and  settlement  studies.  Ensor  (1991) 
summarizes  the  typological  studies  carried  out  at  Port  Hood  since  1983  and  compares  the  Fort 
Hood  projectile  point  assemblage  with  north  central  Texas. 


HISTORIC  SITES 

The  literature  for  13  counties  encompasslrig  the  Fort  Hood  area  and  lying  within  the 
Central  Texas  Prairies  was  examined  for  previousty  known  historic  sites.  These  counties  extended 
from  the  Colorado  River  to  the  Brazos  River  and  sUghtty  north  and  south  of  the  Fort  Hood  area. 
Most  of  the  historic  sites  research  In  the  vldnlty  d*  Fort  Hood  has  been  cited  In  current  indices 
of  Texas  archaeology  (Simons  1981,  1983)  with  the  exception  of  recent  studies  at  Fort  Hood  (D. 
Carlson  et  al.  1983:  S.  Carlson  1984a,  1984b;  Carlson  et  al.  1988;  Guderjan  et  al.  1980;  Jackson 
1982a.  1982b.  1982c;  Prewitt  et  al.  1983;  Roemer  et  al.  1985;  Skinner  et  al.  1981,  1984).  No 
reports  of  Investigations  could  be  found  for  BeU,  Bosque.  Burnet.  Coryell,  Falls.  Hamilton, 
Lampasas,  or  Mills  counties.  For  the  remaining  five  counties.  (HiU,  McLennan.  Milam.  Travis,  and 
WlUlamsonj.  most  of  the  studies  were  limited  descriptive  survey  reports  dating  from  the  1970s  and 
offered  little  In  the  way  of  understandlrig  historic  site  settlement  in  Central  Texas. 


RESEARCH  DESIGN 

Research  conducted  for  this  survty  report  consists  of  two  unrelated  studies.  The  first  Is 
an  anatysis  of  a  llthlc  reduction  area  recorded  and  collected  from  site  41CV1540  durlrig  the 
surv^.  The  anatysls  attempts  to  demonstrate  the  kinds  of  questions  r^arding  llthlc  technology 
that  can  be  answered  using  carefully  controlled  surface  collections. 

A  discussion  on  recovered  debltage  is  new  to  this  series  of  survty  reports  firom  Fort  Hood. 
The  anatysis  of  debltage  recovered  from  41CV1540  provides  information  concerning  biface 
manufacture  In  general  as  well  as  the  stages  of  blf!eu:e  manufacture.  Hypotheses  concerning 
procurement  straU^es  and  different  reduction  techniques  for  different  chert  types  are  also 
presented. 

The  second  study  is  an  initial  effort  at  creating  a  set  of  predictive  models  for  Fort  Hood. 
Predictive  modelllrig  Is  an  area  of  archaeological  research  that  has  received  increased  attention 
since  1970  (Kohler  1988;  Kohler  and  Parker  1986;  Kvamme  1988b;  Kvamme  and  Kohler  1988). 
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Thomas  (1988)  summarizes  the  results  of  22  different  projects  to  illustrate  the  variety  of 
approaches  which  have  been  taken.  The  principal  drawback  to  the  earlier  studies  was  the 
difficulty  In  obtaining  data  to  describe  each  site  location  (Kvamme.  1988a).  Generally  these  data 
were  obtained  during  the  survty  and  efforts  were  made,  at  least  in  the  southwest  (Gumerman 
1971),  to  tystematlze  site  recording  so  that  surveys  from  several  nearity  areas  could  be  analyzed 
together.  Sample  sizes  are  often  quite  small  and  the  first  efforts  did  little  more  than  develop 
generalizations  about  site  locations  from  survey  data.  The  main  barrier  to  more  sophisticated 
studies  was  the  difficulty  in  documenting  the  overall  characteristics  of  the  area  being  surveyed. 
It  is  of  little  Interest  to  know  that  all  sites  are  within  500  m  of  water  if  there  are  few  places  in  the 
survey  area  that  are  more  than  500  m  from  water.  By  the  1980s.  researchers  such  as  Parker 
(1985)  and  Kvamme  (1985)  were  making  direct  comparisons  between  site  locations  and  the  overall 
region  In  which  the  sites  were  found.  For  small  areas,  the  region  could  be  grldded  off  and  the 
characteristics  of  each  grid  could  be  determined  from  maps.  For  larger  areas,  randomly  selected 
places  that  did  not  contain  sites  could  be  chosen  and  used  as  a  control  (non-sites).  The 
development  of  geographic  Information  systems  (GIS)  allows  either  or  l)oth  approaches  to  be  used 
on  large  areas.  Fort  Hood  is  larger  and  has  more  sites  than  any  area  that  h^  been  used  for  any 
previous  predictive  model.  Prehistoric  site  densities  are  high  on  the  post  since  the  raw  material 
for  tool  production,  chert,  is  abundantly  available.  In  addition,  most  of  the  post  has  high  surface 
visibility  and  an  upland  setting  which  is  erosional  rather  than  deposltional  In  its  character.  Fort 
Hood  Is  not  unique;  much  of  central  Texas  has  these  characteristics.  High  site  densities  In  this 
area  are  a  reflection  of  site  visibility,  not  population  density. 

Since  most  of  the  post  has  already  been  survtyed.  it  may  seem  urmecessary  to  develop 
predictive  models.  The  predictive  models  developed  in  this  report  represent  a  preliminary 
anatysis.  More  detailed  and  more  accurate  models  are  possible  and  desirable.  Predictive  modeling 
at  Fort  Hood  is  important  for  eight  reasons: 

1.  The  models  can  be  used  to  estimate  what  sites  have  been  destroyed  or 
burled  In  the  cantonment  areas. 

2.  The  models  can  be  used  to  estimate  what  sites  may  be  present  in  the 
permanent^  dudded  zones  and  the  live  firing  ranges  which  have  not  been 
surveyed  and  may  never  be  surveyed.  Construction  plans  for  the  live  firing 
ranges  will  benefit  from  predictive  models  which  can  anticipate  the 
locations  of  significant  sites. 

3.  The  models  can  be  used  to  evaluate  the  quality  of  the  various  survtys 
conducted  on  the  post  The  predictive  models  might  Indicate  that  portions 
of  the  post  have  not  been  adequate^  survtyed.  Earlier  surveys  were 
conducted  with  less  cumulative  knowledge  about  site  locations  and  types 
on  the  post.  The  degree  to  which  this  knowledge  might  lead  to  under¬ 
representation  of  sites  can  be  assessed. 

4.  The  models  give  us  some  information  about  what  features  of  the  landscape 
allow  us  to  predict  that  a  site  may  be  present.  This  is  not  the  same  as 
Identifying  the  criteria  Important  to  historic  and  prehistoric  inhabitants, 
but  It  Is  a  step  In  that  direction. 

5.  While  the  specific  predictive  models  developed  at  Fort  Hood  will  be  useful 
onfy  at  Fort  Hood,  the  techniques  and  methods  of  generating  the  models 
will  be  of  general  applicability  to  other  military  installations.  This 
Information  can  be  particularly  Important  at  the  Initial  stages  of  developing 
a  geographic  Information  database  for  a  particular  post. 
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6.  The  predictive  models  can  facilitate  significance  determinations  for  on 
the  post.  Sites  which  are  "not  supposed  to  be  there”  may  talu*!  on  greater 
significance  If  their  locational  uniqueness  can  be  related  to  other  features 
of  the  site.  Likewise,  a  number  of  sites  that  are  general^  similar  and  are 
located  slmUarty  can  be  treated  as  a  group  in  significance  determinations. 

7.  One  of  the  difficulties  In  managing  the  prehistoric  sites  at  Fort  Hood  Is  the 
enormous  size  of  maiqr  sites,  particularly  Uthic  procurement  areas.  The 
predictive  model  nu^y  help  to  subdivide  large  sites  or  pomt  to  an  Internal 
structure  within  the  sites  that  was  not  apparent  during  the  Initial 
recording. 

8.  The  models  developed  at  Fort  Hood  should  provide  us  with  some  useful 
Infonnation  about  central  Texas  sites  generally  which  will  further  our 
knowledge  of  the  past  and  facilitate  surveys  and  investigations  m  the 
vicinity  of  Fort  Hood. 
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Ben  W.  Olive 


SURVEY  PROCEDURES 

The  procedures  for  cultural  resources  surv^  at  Port  Hood  are  ^)eclfied  In  detail  in  a 
Standard  Operating  Procedures  (SOP)  manual  (Briuer  and  Thomas  1986).  adiich  is  revised  prior 
to  each  survey  and  distributed  to  all  surv^  crew  menders.  Surveys  are  conducted  withm  1-km 
UTM  grid  squares  by  six  persons,  placed  30  m  apart,  who  walk  over  the  quadrant.  Eachsurveyor 
carries  a  topographic  map  or  aerial  photograph  of  the  quadrant  and  marks  the  locations  of  all 
artifacts,  chert  outcrops,  fencelines  and  histortc  features.  Prehistoric  sites  are  d^ned  whenever 
two  or  more  stone  tools  (e.g. .  dart  or  arrow  points,  preforms,  scrapers,  and  cores)  are  found  within 
5  mol  one  another.  Historic  sites  are  de^ed  whenever  three  or  more  classes  of  arUiacts  (e.g.. 
glass,  metal,  and  ceramics)  are  observed  within  a  &-m  radius.  Historic  sites  are  also  defined  for 
Isolated  features  such  as  dstems.  wells,  or  corrals. 

Once  a  quadrant  has  been  covered  by  the  six  surveyors,  tentative  site  boundaries  are 
drawn  for  the  sites  located  using  the  information  on  the  quadrant  maps.  Teams  of  two  persons 
are  then  sent  to  each  site  to  draw  site  maps,  make  artifact  coUecUons.  and  complete  standard  Pent 
Hood  site  forms. 

s 

Site  recording  consists  oi  preparlQg  a  site  map.  completing  a  form,  arxl  photographing  the 
site.  On  historic  sites,  a  collection  of  diagnostic  glass,  ceramic,  and  metal  items  is  made  to 
facilitate  estimates  of  the  age  of  each  site.  On  prehistoric  sites,  temporally  diagnostic  artifacts  are 
collected,  but  other  artifacts  are  lefi  in  place.  In  addition,  on  prehistoric  sites,  a  transect  1  m 
wide,  measured  into  5-m-long  sections,  is  recorded  across  the  long  axis  of  the  site.  Por  each  1x5- 
m  section,  a  count  of  the  debltage.  tools  and  ecofacts  is  made.  In  addition,  the  quantity  of  burned 
rock  is  estimated  and  the  ground  visibility  is  recorded.  Any  distinctive  surface  damage,  from  a 
variety  of  impact  agents  described  in  the  SOP.  is  also  recorded.  In  addition,  the  crew  deviated 
from  the  SOP  during  this  survty  by  optlonalty  shovel  testing  sites  where  time  permitted  and  where 
the  crew  chief  believed  that  buried  deposits  were  possible. 

Site  boundaries  are  defined  on  the  basis  of  the  aiUfiict  scatter  and  the  topography  of  the 
she.  Site  definitions  tend  to  include  a  falrty  large  area  within  which  are  several  spots  containing 
a  concentration  of  artifacts  or  debltage.  This  is  partlcularty  true  of  areas  that  have  chert  outcrops 
present  at  the  surface  and  thousands  of  square  niters  contain  chert  nodules  and  flakes.  Since 
it  is  not  always  readlty  sq>parent  which  flakes  are  natural  and  which  are  the  result  of  human 
activity,  the  entire  chert  field  Is  often  designated  as  a  site.  These  "sites”  obviousty  represent  a 
complex  situation  wherein  human  use  oi  the  chert  field  has  been  repeated  over  long  periods  of 
time.  Activity  areas  within  these  "sites"  onty  will  be  isolated  through  detailed  surface  mapping  of 
theseareas.  Identltylng  the  entire  chert  field  as  a  site  may  be  considered  to  be  an  interim  strata 
to  provide  the  entire  area  with  some  protection  until  a  more  detailed  survey  can  be  conducted. 
Obviouaty.  such  a  strata  Is  onty  pos^le  when  the  survtyed  sites  are  not  tauninaitty  threatened 
by  ground-disturbing  activity,  thus  providing  the  opportunity  to  use  the  data  as  the  basis  for  a 
site  protection  program. 

While  this  ityproach  to  site  boundaries  makes  sense  firom  a  cultural  resources  protection 
perspective,  it  makes  the  anatysis  of  the  data  more  corrqiUcated  since  nearty  all  of  the  sites 
represent  multtyle  occupations.  This  is  partlcularty  true  adiere  a  burned  rock  mound,  a 
rockshelter  and  a  blufitop  hthic  scatter  are  all  recorded  as  parts  of  a  siri^e  site.  Clearty.  any 
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concluatona  dolved  must  be  sensitive  to  the  muhlcomponent  nature  of  the  sites  recorded  at  the 
iratallation. 


SURVEY  RESULTS 

Undertaken  from  January  to  ^ril.  1990,  the  Delivery  Order  Number  10  survey 
encompassed  26  kn^  in  42  quadrants  (Table  3).  Approximate^  2139  person-hours  were  expended 
by  the  six-person  crew.  Thirty-five  shovel  tests  were  excavated  in  18  prehistoric  sites.  A  total  of 
77  sites  were  recorded,  including  54  prehistoric  and  23  historic  sites.  Detailed  site  descriptions 
are  presented  in  Appendices  I  and  V  for  prehistoric  and  historic  sites,  respectively,  ^pendix  n 
discusses  the  prehistoric  material  culture  finm  the  survey,  ^pendlx  VI  contains  a  discussion  ai 
the  types  of  historic  sites  located  at  Fort  Hood,  in  addition  to  the  myriad  features  and  artifacts 
typicalty  present  The  computer  coding  formats  for  both  prehistoric  and  historic  sites  are  provided 
in  ^)peiidices  m  and  vn.  respecttvefy.  General  data  on  the  environment  artifacts,  and  other 
cultural  data  are  presented  in  ^pendlces  IV  and  vm. 


Table  3.  Survey  Quadrants  for  Dellveiy  Order  10. 


Easting 

Northing 

Easting 

Northing 

Easting 

NcMthlng 

11 

36 

26 

64 

28 

67 

21 

71 

26 

65 

29 

61 

21 

72 

26 

68 

29 

62 

22 

71 

26 

69 

30 

61 

22 

72 

26 

70 

31 

60 

23 

71 

26 

72 

32 

58 

1  23 

72 

27 

63 

32 

59 

24 

71 

27 

66 

32 

60 

24 

72 

27 

67 

33 

58 

25 

62 

27 

68 

33 

59 

25 

67 

27 

34 

58 

25 

27 

70 

34 

59 

25 

71 

27 

71 

35 

58 

26 

62 

28 

62 

36 

56 

Note:  All  quadrants  measure  1  km^  and  are  designated  by  their  southwest  comers 
using  UTM  coordinates. 


In  the  surv^ed  areas,  prehistoric  site  density  was  2.07  sites  per  square  kilometer  while 
historic  site  density  was  1. 13  per  square  kilometer.  The  historic  site  density  is  on  the  k>w  end 
compared  to  earlier  survey  results  fiom  the  northern,  western  and  southeastern  areas,  while  the 
density  of  prehistoric  sites  appears  to  be  above  average  (DeUvery  Order  Numbers  1.  3.  4,  5,  and 
7  produced  densities  2.5, 1.2, 1.62, 1.65,  and  1.13  historic  sites  per  square  kilometer  re^iectlvety. 
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and  1.6.  1.2,  1.4,  .69.  and  1.22  prehistoric  sites  per  square  kilometer  respectively  (Carlson  et  al. 
1987;  Carison  et  al.  1988;  Koch  et  al.  1988;  Koch  and  Mueller-Wille  1989a.  1989b|). 

An  anafysis  of  the  location  of  sites  in  reference  to  environmental  zones  indicated  that  in 
the  present  survey  area,  most  sites  are  in  the  intermediate  upland.  Aboriginal  sites  were  situated 
in  the  upland  (9.  or  16%).  lowland  (22,  or  4 1%).  and  intermediate  upland  (23.  or  43%)  zones  (Table 
4).  B>’  comparison,  none  of  the  historic  sites  were  located  in  the  upland  zone,  while  6  (26%)  were 
situated  in  the  lowland,  and  17  (74%)  in  the  Intermediate  upland  zone  (Table  5). 


Table  4.  Distribution  of  Prehistoric  Sites  by  Environmental  2^ne. 


Bnvlraiunental  Zone 

Total 

Sttea 

Percent  1 

Lowland 

22 

40.74  1 

Intermediate  Upland 

23 

42.59  1 

Upland 

9 

16.67  1 

Total 

54 

100.00  1 

Table  5.  Distribution  of  Historic  Sites  by  Environmental  Zone. 


1  Environmental  2Sone 

Total 

Sttea 

II 

Percent 

1  Lowland 

6 

26.09 

Intermediate  Upland 

17 

73.91 

Upland 

0 

0.00 

Total 

23 

99.00 

Prehistoric  site  size  ranges  from  a  nockshelter  measuring  35  to  a  120,000  m^  llthlc 
scatter  and  quarry  site.  The  average  aboriginal  site  size  is  approximately  13.841.46  m^.  Historic 
sites  range  in  size  from  16  m^  sheep  dip  trough  to  a  14,500  m^  cemetery.  Average  historic  site  size 
is  about  3.345.35  m^,  conslderabty  smaller  than  that  of  the  prehistoric  sites  fTable  6). 

Onfy  16  sites  (30%)  of  the  recorded  prehistoric  sites  were  datable  from  chronologically 
sensitive  llthic  artifacts.  Detailed  description  of  the  chronologically  sensitive  artifacts  is  presented 
in  Appendix  n.  As  Table  7  Indicates,  the  Paleolndian  and  the  Toyah  phase  are  unrepresented  in 
the  survey  sample. 

The  range  of  occupation  of  the  historic  sites  was  derived  using  the  minimum  ending 
manufacture  dates  and  the  maximum  beginning  manufacture  dates  of  the  artifacts  on  each  site, 
to  provide  the  narrowest  range  of  time  during  which  the  site  had  to  have  been  occupied.  Dateable 
artifacts  were  collected  from  only  5  sites  (22%).  As  with  previous  surveys  at  Fort  Hood,  the 
historic  sites  range  in  date  from  the  mid-nineteenth  to  the  mid-twentieth  century  (Table  8). 
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Table  6.  Sizes  of  Prehistoric  and  Historic  Sites. 


81m  ClsM 

BIstocie 

FkohiaCatle  | 

Count 

% 

Coont 

% 

1  to  909 

7 

30 

16 

30 

1,000  m’ to  9.909  m’* 

14 

61 

22 

41 

10,000  to  99,909 

2 

9 

15 

28 

Over  100,000 

0 

0 

1 

1 

Total  Sites 

23 

100 

54 

100 

Table  7.  Prehistoric  Chronological  Components. 


Period  or  PhsM 

Dates 

Number  of 
Componeata 

Percent 

Paleolndlan 

12.500-9.500  BP 

0 

0% 

Paleolndian/Earty 

Archaic 

9,500-8,500  BP 

2 

7% 

Early  Archaic 

8.500-5.000  BP 

7 

25% 

Middle  Archaic 

5,000-2,600  BP 

6 

21% 

Late  Archaic 

2,600-1,750  BP 

4 

15% 

Terminal  Archaic 

1,750-1,250  BP 

6 

21% 

Austin 

1,250-  650  BP 

3 

11% 

Tqyah 

650-  200  BP 

0 

0% 

1  Total  Components 

28 

100% 

Table  8.  Historic  Chronological  Components. 


Period 

Oates 

Nudier  of 
Components 

Percent 

I 

1850-1879 

3 

37.5 

II 

1880-1929 

4 

50.0 

III 

1930-1953 

1 

12.5 

IV 

1954-Present 

0 

0.0 

1  Total  Components 

8 

100.0 
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Period  I  (1850-1879)  accounts  for  37.5%  of  the  historic  settlonent  for  this  very  »nall 
sample.  Period  n  (1880- 1929)  components  account  for  half  historic  settlement  in  the  D.O.  10 
survey  at  Fort  Hood.  Period  III  (1930-1953).  accounts  for  onfy  12.5%. 

Prehistoric  sites  were  classified  into  the  following  types  or  categories  (Bruler  and  Thomas 
1986:35): 


1.  Middens 

2.  Burned  Rock  Scatters  with  Lithics 

3.  Uthic  Scatter 

4.  Uthic  Procurement  Sites 

5.  Rockshelters 

6.  Other 

The  above  types  represent  a  wide  variety  of  activities  characteristic  of  prehistoric  hunting 
and  gathering  people.  Activities  that  occurred  at  these  sites  probabty  included,  but  are  not 
necessarily  limited  to,  procurement  of  Uthic  resources,  stone  tool  manufacture,  cooking,  and 
burning  activities  associated  with  the  preparation  of  plant  and  animal  foods,  and.  possibly,  heat 
treatment  of  Uthic  raw  material  for  stone  tool  manufacture. 

The  variations  in  site  size  and  in  the  density  and  diversity  of  surface  artifacts,  especially 
obvious  stone  tools,  suggest  important  diversity  in  human  behavior  responsible  for  these  residues. 
Larger  sites  with  a  greater  quantity  and  diversity  of  artifacts  suggest  more  generalized  habitation 
centers,  where  a  wide  range  of  economic  and  social  activities  may  have  occurred. 

Historic  sites  at  Fort  Hood  were  classified  into  the  foUowing  types  (Bruier  and  Thomas 
1936:40-41): 


1.  Domestic  Dwelling 

2.  Farm/Ranch  Complex 

3.  Cemetery 

4.  Isolated  Structures/Areas.  e.g.,  bridges,  dams,  corrals,  water  control 

structures,  dumps,  etc. 

5.  Special  Purpose  Sites 

6.  Unknown 

Of  the  above  types,  the  farm/ranch  complex  is  by  far  the  most  frequent.  Isolated 

structures  and  areas  are  occasionally  encountered,  while  cemeteries  and  domestic  dwellings  are 
relativety  rare.  The  purpose  of  one  site  could  not  be  identified.  For  more  expanded  discussions 
of  Fort  Hood  historic  resources,  see  Jackson  (1982a,  1982b.  1982c),  S.  Carlson  in  Roemer  et  al. 
(1985).  Carlson  et  al.  (1987).  Carlson  et  aL  (1988),  Koch  et  al.  (1988),  and  Koch  and  Mueller-Wllle 
(1989a.  1989b).  In  addition,  an  especially  informative  excavation  report  on  a  typical  domestic 
dwelling  site  belonging  to  the  extinct  Okay  community  at  Fort  Hood  has  been  completed  (S. 
Carlson  1984a). 

Basic  data  on  each  prehistoric  site,  including  the  environmental  zone,  elevation,  drainage, 
area,  site  type,  and  chronological  components,  is  presented  in  Table  9.  Similar  information  is 
available  for  each  historic  site  in  Table  10. 


23 


u 

O  -H 

•H  (0  U 

«0  £  -H 

O  ^  £ 


CO 

43 

U 

< 


O 

U  O  O-r^ 
^  ®  ^  -H  lO 

CO  a  <0  CO  43 
43  «  43  43  U 
O  U  ^ 
M  0«  M  M  < 
:<  << 

C  01  1 
S-H  >,  >1^ 


g§§ 

-ii-  b6&&B&B^B&BB5  S-h  >>  >i:h  OOOBBDBBBBO- 

T:S55S552555t^55555S5:§555553t!T:T::8555555JSS5555 

cQiHccccccQc«cc:3ccccccc-Hcccdcca9ce(0*Hc:ccc(3CCCCBcc 

UZDDDSQjJDDDiODDDDDDZDDDDDbXUUZDDDDDDDDDDDD 


u 

u 

•w 

CO 

CO 

u  xi 

u 

43 

-H  O 

U 

« 

(0 

43  < 

43 

< 

O 

U 

u 

rH 

<  <0  c 

:  < 

CO 

c  S 

t 

c 

>«-H  c 

>  >« 

^  e  c 

e 

U 

3  u 

u 

10  a»  c 

• 

« 

u  E-t :: 

>  u 

m 

u 


u 

o 

43 

01  n  iJ  01 

o  u  o  u 


00  CO 

u  u 


43  43 


4J 

JJ 

JJ 

JJ 

o 

JJ 

> 

•rH 

w 

•rH 

•H 

•rH 

•rH 

•rH 

bl 

oJ 

u 

r3 

43 

r3 

bl  (h  .3  r3 

bl 

CO 

JJ 

10  CQ 

CO 

xi 

3 

43 

jB 

43 

•fH 

43 

3  343  43 

3 

• 

u 

5 

jj 

iJ 

JJ 

jJ 

OQIU  JJ 

a 

fH 

•rH 

•^ 

•rH  -rH 

u 

» 

o 

» 

» 

» 

> 

o  (j  9  » 

{j 

& 

•r^ 

U 

■rH  •rH 

•rH 

M 

bl 

43 

u 

bl 

bl 

M 

01 

bl 

43  £  bl  bl 

43 

01 

iJ 

01 

01 

0) 

01 

43 

01 

U  jJ  01  01 

jJ 

u 

tH 

JJ 

u 

JJ 

U 

jJ 

jJ 

•rH  -H  JJ  JJ 

•H 

u 

.3 

u 

JJ 

jj 

iJ 

O 

iJ 

•3  13  JJ  JJ 

rJ 

O 

CO 

'N,. 

cO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

•V. 

CO 

^  CO  <0 

u 

u 

u  o 

b) 

U 

u 

o 

bl  CJ  bl 

u 

U  iH 

u  u 

bl 

bl  bl 

bl 

u 

bl  u 

U 

bl  u 

bl 

U  ^  bl  O  U 

U 

bl  bl 

in 

01 

01  CO 

01 

01 

01 

CO 

01  CO  01 

A 

01  01 

01  01 

01 

01  01 

01 

01 

01  01 

01 

01  A 

01 

01  01  01  A  A 

01 

01  01 

u 

iJ 

u 

ij 

JJ 

u  u 

JJ  JJ 

bJ  u 

JJ 

JJ  JJ 

u 

JJ 

JJ  JJ 

JJ 

JJ 

JJ 

jJ  JJ  U 

u 

JJ  JJ 

•flt 

iJ 

JJ  M 

JJ 

JJ 

u 

4< 

JJ  4^  JJ 

4^ 

u  u 

JJ  JJ 

JJ 

JJ  JJ 

JJ 

JJ 

JJ  JJ 

JJ 

bJ  M 

JJ 

JJ  bi  jJ  Jitf  43 

u 

JJ  bl  JJ 

u 

CO 

CO  O 

CQ 

CO 

CO 

U 

CO  (J  CO 

U 

CO  CO 

«  CO 

CO 

CO  (0 

CO 

(0 

10  CO 

CO 

CO  O 

CO 

CO  CO  cd  O  U 

CO 

CO  01  CO 

Ijj 

o 

u 

O  0 

U 

U 

O 

o 

U  0  U 

0 

u  o 

o  o 

o 

u  u 

o 

u 

u  u 

U 

U  0 

o 

O  U  U  O  0 

u 

U  JJ  Cl 

o 

03 

CO 

CO  03 

CO 

CO 

CO 

oc 

CO  03  CO 

A 

A  A 

A  A 

A 

A  A 

A 

A 

A  A 

A 

A  03 

A 

A  A  A  03  03 

A 

A  rH  A 

*0 

u 

UTJ 

O 

u 

u 

B 

c 

TJ 

OTJ  CJ 

*0 

U  O 

U  O 

U 

O  U 

U 

U 

U  U 

U 

O  TJ 

u 

U  B  B  B  B  O  U'O'O 

O 

Cl  43  U 

0> 

•rH 

-rH  01 

bl  -H 

•rl 

•rH 

01 

01 

01 

•rH  01  -rH 

b4 

01 

-H-rH  U 

*fH.H  U 

•rH 

•rH  "tH 

•rH 

•rH 

•rH  -rH 

•H 

•rH  01 

-H  u 

•HblOlOlOlOl-H-rHOlO) 

•rH 

■H  CO  -H 

U 

c 

43 

43  B 

01  43 

43 

43 

2 

2 

B 

43  B43 

01 

B 

43  43  01 

43  43  01 

43 

43  43 

43 

43 

43  43 

43 

43  C 

43  01 

43  01222243  43  B  fi 

43 

43434: 

Oo 

U 

JJ  Vh 

43  JJ 

u 

JJ 

*0 

bl 

jJ  bl  jJ 

43 

JJ  J4  43 

bJ  JJ43 

jJ 

JJ  jJ 

jJ 

JJ 

jJ  jJ 

u 

JJ  U 

U  43 

jJi3'C'D'0'0JJbJ  bl  bl 

u 

U  U  bl 

3 

•rH 

tH  3 

Jj  -rH 

-H 

-H 

•rH 

•rH 

3 

-H  3*H 

JJ 

3 

tH  -rH  U 

•H  -H  JJ 

•H 

•rH  "iH 

•rH 

M 

M  “tH 

•H 

•H  3 

•n  JJ 

•rH  jJ  •rH  ■rH  •rH  •rH  •rH  "rH  3  3 

•rH 

•rH  0  M 

P 

m 

.3 

rJ  0 

O  r3 

r3 

z 

z 

A 

J  A  r3 

O 

A 

•3  r3  O 

^b)  o 

b} 

r3  ^ 

b) 

hJ 

i3 

.3 

»3  n 

b)  O 

rjozzzzrj^nn 

rj 

b]  A  rJ 

< 

o 

o 

o  o 

m  o 

O 

O 

If) 

o 

o 

O  O  O 

o 

O 

o  o  o 

ooo 

O 

o  o 

o 

O 

O  O 

O 

o  o 

o  o 

ooo^oooomm 

o 

0  m  0 

u 

o 

o 

o  o 

o 

o 

O 

o 

o 

O  O  O 

o 

m 

ooo 

ooo 

o 

o  o 

o 

O 

O  A 

o 

o  o 

o  m 

oomcMOOoor-cM 

o 

0  r>  0 

z 

o 

<N 

OS  r- 

<H|  rH 

00 

Os 

00 

^  fH  in 

cn 

m 

HP  rH  CM 

fH  <n  A 

CM 

o 

o 

rH 

cn  r> 

o 

o  o 

fH 

^rHCMrHCMP-AAAA 

iH 

CM  A 

< 

cn 

o\ 

o 

rH  VO 

so 

in 

00 

00  rH 

rH  r> 

CM  CM 

fO 

A  rH 

so 

m 

so 

CM 

^  A 

A 

^  fH  fH  A  A 

in  0 

•8 

CM 

os 

rH 

CM 

CM 

rH 

in 

CM  A 

(N  r>  CM 

rH 

•E 

o 

43 

01 

01 

bl 

« 

u 

£ 

u 

0) 

01 

0) 

s 

<0 

01 

CD 

3 

o 

i 

z 

M 

<0 

9> 

B 

B  B 

B  B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B  B  B 

B 

B 

B  B  B 

B  B  B 

B 

B  B 

B 

B 

B  B 

B 

B  B 

B  B 

BBBCBBBBBB 

B 

B  Bx: 

< 

B 

O 

O  0 

0  O 

0 

O 

0 

0 

0 

O  0  0 

0 

0 

OOO 

OOO 

O 

0  0 

0 

0 

0  0 

0 

0  0 

O  0 

oooooooopp 

0 

0  0  ^ 

5 

S 

(0 

01 

01  01 

01  01 

01 

01 

01 

01 

01 

01  01  01 

01 

01 

01  01  01 

01  01  01 

01 

01  01 

01 

01 

01  01 

01 

01  01 

01  01 

OIOIVWOIOIOIQIVV 

01 

0)  01  0 

00 

2 

t 

Q 

.J 

rJ  .3 

.3  .3 

r3 

r3 

rJ 

r3 

r3 

.3  J  b] 

r3 

*3  13  r3 

r3  .3 

O 

nJ  b] 

r3 

rJ 

J  b] 

b] 

b)  r3 

b)  bl 

i3rJr3r3*3ri3r3rJr3rJ 

r3  bl  CJ 

z 

o 

o 

o  o 

O  if) 

in 

in 

in 

in 

O 

in  in  o 

O 

o 

o  in  o 

in  in  o 

o 

o  o 

o 

o 

o  o 

o 

o  m 

o  m 

moooooinooo 

o 

ooo 

£ 

O  Eh 

(N 

\o  o 

rH  ^ 

so 

m 

m 

n  o  o 

o 

o 

CM  O 

CM  m  rH 

m 

PO  CM 

CM 

CM 

o  o 

HP 

OP- 

in  A 

AA  AAACMCMAA 

A 

0  A  rH 

U4 

M  h] 

r** 

C-- 

p^ 

p*" 

P** 

p^  p^  p^ 

p^ 

p- 

p^  p^  p^ 

p^  r-  p^ 

p- 

P^  P^ 

P^ 

P^ 

P-  A 

p^ 

c^ 

P-  A 

SOSO  s^  so  SO  SO  SO 

A 

AAA 

• 

Eh  bl 

0) 

w 

§  b 

(Cl 

2 

-3 

U 

'O 

T5 

*0 

'0 

•o 

V 

•o 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

v 

•0  V 

V 

*0  TJ 

TJ 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B  B 

B 

B  B 

B 

CO 

cO 

CO 

CO 

<0 

CO 

cO 

to 

to 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO  (0 

CO 

CO  CO 

CO 

rH 

rH 

rH 

rH 

rH 

rH 

rH 

rH 

rH 

rH 

M 

rH 

rH  fH 

rH 

rH  rH 

rH 

&§§ 

e- 

§ 

B 

B 

a 

D 

B 

B 

BB 

& 

BB 

B 

< 

0) 

01 

01 

01 

01 

01 

01 

01 

01 

01 

01 

01 

01 

01  01 

01 

01  01 

01 

Eh 

iJ 

4J 

JJ 

JJ 

JJ 

jJ 

JJ 

JJ 

JJ 

JJ 

JJ 

JJ 

JJ 

u  br 

JJ 

JJ  jJ 

JJ 

z 

CO 

CO 

CO 

cO 

CO 

CQ 

CO 

CO 

CO 

lO 

CO 

(0 

CO 

lO  3 

CO 

CO  CO 

CO 

u 

••H 

•rH 

•?H 

•rH 

•rH 

•rH 

-rH 

•rH 

-rH 

•rH 

•rH 

-rH 

•rH  -rH 

•rH 

tH  tH 

tH 

V 

V 

V 

T? 

•o 

TJ 

TJ 

*o 

V 

V 

V 

V 

*0 

V 

•0 

■C'O 

•0 

*0  *0 

•0 

S 

0) 

01 

01  *0 

01 

01 

V 

V 

Ol'O'O 

*0 

01-0 

01 

01  *0 

01 

01 

01  TJ 

01 

01  01 

01  *0 

'O'O'O'O'O'O  01  Ol'O'O 

01 

o 

B 

c 

a  B 

BTi 

£ 

B 

B 

B 

B 

EBB 

B 

B 

—  — 
'O'O  B 

•o  E  B 

£ 

E  B 

£ 

E 

£  B 

E 

£  E 

E  B 

BBBBBCEEBB 

V 

E'O  tJ 

PC 

W4 

IH 

M  cO 

U  B 

M 

CO 

cO 

cO 

CO 

M  CO  <0 

cO 

CO 

B  B  CO 

c  u  fi 

bl 

bl  10 

bl 

bl 

U  CO 

u 

U  bl 

M  lO 

COCQCOcOCOCObl^lCOCQ 

B 

1^  B  B 

M  bl 

01 

01 

01  rH 

01  CO 

01 

rH 

rH 

rH 

fH 

01  rH  rH 

rH 

rH 

CQ  CO  rH 

to  01  H 

01 

01  rH 

01 

01 

01  rH 

01 

01  01 

01  rH 

Mr— IrHrHrHf-H  Q) 

CO 

01  CO  CO 

z 

Jj 

u 

U  » 

JJ  rH 

u 

» 

» 

3 

?  5 

» 

5 

rH  JJ  J 

u 

b)  ^ 

JJ 

JJ 

bl  » 

JJ 

U  JJ 

bl  9 

rH 

JJ  i-l  rH 

6 

o 

M 

B 

M 

B 

M 

B  0 
M  J 

S§ 

B 

M 

0 

.3 

0 

.3 

o 

o 

*3 

BOO 
M  bU 

0 

bl 

0 

r3 

BBS 

ac  o 

DM  *3 

B 

M 

B  0 

M  bJ 

B 

M 

B 

M 

B  q 
M  b3 

B 

M 

B  B 

M  M 

S3 

OqOOQQBBOO 

i3«3*3*3r3i3MiHi3b] 

B 

^BB 

Q 

P** 

VD 

P- 

rH 

CM 

rH 

m 

in 

O  rH  CM 

m 

in 

VO  A  O 

CM  CO  in 

VO 

P-  A 

A 

CM 

^  p' 

A 

A  O 

rH  PM 

m^vinAAOmp-Ao 

rH 

tn  ^so 

bl 

r- 

tn 

if)  O 

CM  CM 

in 

O 

o 

O 

o 

rH  rH  rH 

rH 

rH 

»H  <N 

CM  CM  «M 

CM 

CM  CM 

CM 

cn 

m  r> 

m 

cn  ^ 

^^^^^ininminA 

SO 

SO  so  so 

w 

o 

o 

o  o 

O  O 

o 

O 

o 

O 

o 

o  o  o 

O 

O 

OOO 

OOO 

O 

O  O 

O 

o 

o  o 

o 

O  O 

o  o 

oooooooooo 

o 

OOO 

bo 

ir> 

If) 

Cf)  If) 

in  in 

m 

in 

in 

in 

m 

in  m  in 

in 

m 

m  in  in 

m  in  in 

in 

in  in 

in 

in 

in  m 

m 

in  in 

m  in 

intnininininmininin 

in 

m  m  ui 

CM 

rH  OV 

O  rH 

Os 

c^ 

rH 

CM 

m 

P^  A  Ol 

o 

<N 

CO  in  r- 

A  O  CM 

n 

^  m 

so 

A 

rH  ^ 

m 

so  P- 

A  A 

OrHCMinAP-CM^AP- 

A 

0  rH  m 

so 

Os 

r- 

OD  O 

rH 

VO 

P^ 

P- 

p^ 

r*  p^  r* 

00 

A 

AAA 

A  A  A 

A 

A  A 

A 

A 

o  o 

o 

o  o 

o  o 

rHrHrHrHrHrHPMCMCMCM 

CM 

M  m  M 

o> 

o 

CM  if) 

in  so 

m 

•O' 

^  ^  ^ 

^  ^  HP 

HP  «IP  ^ 

HI* 

in  in 

m 

m  in 

in  in 

inininmininminmin 

in 

in  in  m 

o 

o 

o  o 

o  o 

rH 

rH 

rH 

rH 

rH 

rH  tH  rH 

rH 

rH 

rH  rH  tH 

rH  rH  r-* 

<H 

rH  rH 

rH 

rH 

rH  rH 

rH 

rH  rH 

rH  rH 

rH  fH  fH  rH  rH  rH  rH  rH  rH  rH 

tH 

rH  rH  iH 

.3 

m 

BbB 

55 

uGGGuuuuGG6Bbb^6BBbB66bB 

55 

5555555555555555 

? 

rH 

rH 

rH  rH 

rH  rH 

rH 

rH 

rH 

rH 

rH 

rH  rH  rH 

rH 

rH 

rH  rH  rH 

rH  rH  rH 

rH 

rH  rH 

rH 

rH 

rH  rH 

fH 

rH  rH 

fH  rH 

rH  rH  rH  tH  rH  rH  rH  rH  rH  rH 

rH 

rH  rH  rH 

Eh 

M* 

^  ^  ^ 

^  ^  ^ 

^  ^ 

HP  ^ 

HP  ^ 

^  ^  ^ 

24 


TARL  FIELD  ENVIRONMENTAL  ELEVATION  DRAINAGE  AREA  TYPE  CHRONOLOGICAL 

ZONE  (FEET)  (M)  COMPONENTS 


u 

U  -H 
-r-t  to  V 

5-g-" 


0) 

01 

£ 

a« 


_ .  -  Id 

u  uj: 
u<  u 

a-r*  a  c  O  C  C  C 

x^o<ooo 


<d 

:3 

o 


x: 

4J 


M 

« 

4J 

U 

Id 

o 

tn 


o 

o 

o 


M 

« 

0) 

M 

CJ 


I 

u 

x: 


M  Ul 

U  4J  ^  M  4J 
iJ  4J  U  i-l  4J 
<0  4l  QJ  (d  <d 
u  u  ?  p  u 

CQ  CO  OOCO 

O  U  CJ  o  u 

^  tS 

x3x:x:x:x: 

U  iJ  U  4J  iJ 
•r^  *^4  "H 

XI  .J  iJ  iJ  iJ 


o  o  o  o  o 
o  o  o  o  o 
\o  00  ^  ro  fn 

OJ  00  f** 


M 

4) 

4) 

W4 

CJ 

4f  41  4)  4)  4) 

00  4)  4)  4)  4) 

0  M  M  M 

O  U  U  CJ  U 


•o 

G 

(d 


•o 

0) 

B 

u 

4) 


VO 

o 

in 


833ga 


o  m  m  m  o 
ov  <n  «H  00 
r*  00 


*0  *0  *0 
G  C  G 
<d  Id  <0 
^  rH  rH 

&&& 

«  4)  4) 
iJ  4J  U 
Id  Id  Id 
•H  "H  •H 
*0  *0  *0 
4)  $  V 
V  B  BBV 
G  U  U  u  G 
Id  4)  4)  4)  Id 

pH  XJ  U  iJ  <-l 

§sss& 


oi  fo  ^  in  VO 
r* 

o  o  o  o  o 
m  m  m  m  m 


OV  O  *H  04  fO 

m  ^  ^  ^  ^ 

m  m  m  in  m 

«H  «H  «H  «H  «H 


§S 

g 

B 

.5 

w  S 

M  A 


U 

A 

e 


^  c 

SB 


§u 
M  4^ 
E4  « 


U 


O 

Oi 


o 

O' 

00 


m 

r- 

A 


O  O 

^  in 

OV  A 


O  O  A 

mm  CM 

A  A  A 


JZ  JZJZ. 
u  u  o 
G^G  G 
«  {4  Id  Id 
A  A  A  1 
•N^xJ 

E  4)  £  £ 

^  £  M  V4 

Id  4)  Id  Id 

A  U  ^  A 


x:x:  x: 
u  o  u 
G  G  G 
Id  4)  Id 
a>  A  A  4)  A 

[  C  «'0  £  £*0  £ 

.<><  £*<-1  ^  Wif-i  ^ 

idCp^ididMid 

Q  A  Dk  A  A  [x 


A  D  I 


C 

o 

•H 

iJ 

u 

c 

x:  a 

u  acu 

C-H 
Id  Q  •H 
A  Id 
U-H 
E  4)  u 
^  4)  a» 

idx:  a 

L.  A  A 


x:x:x: 
u  u  u 
G  G  G 
Id  Id  Id 
AAA 

£  E  E 

k4  Wt 

Id  Id  Id 
b«  A  A 


M 

c 

u 

4) 

x:  x:  x:  x:  u 
o  u  u  u  Id 
G  G  G  GX 
Id  Id  Id  Id 
A  A  A  A  4) 

E  E  E  E  o 

V4  Wi  ^  Vi  U 
id  Id  Id  Id  Id 
a  b«  bi  A  O 


oooommmmomoooACMOOOOOooo 
ooooo-r-cMO-mr^oooiHmoooooooo 
A  m  ^  A  A  CM  A  A  01  VO  ac^aoaaaa 

m^«HA  rH  iH  m  04  fH  04  «H  ^  m  04  0»  A 


V4V1  ViViMMViViViVmViViUViMViUi  Vi 

^«0>Xtf4)tt4)««4>a)4>4>4)4)4>4)««X4>tfX<4) 
4)>>4)>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>4)4>4*> 
4)^^^^^^^-h«h*h*h*h*h>h*h  4>  4> 
ViAAMAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAViViViA 
U  U  U  U  U 

CC«  CCCCCICCCCCtHCCCP*  c 

'-«OO^OOOOOOOOpOpOOOO^^»HO 


mmommomoooo^ooooooooomo 

rMmoop«*^<MfHmoiomrMAAAOAOjmomm 

Ar^AAo»r-o*r^r»o*o*r»r««r*0‘r*0“r*t^AAAr‘ 


*P  *0  *0  *0  *0 

d  C  C  C  C 
Id  Id  tf  Id  4) 


*0  *0  *0  *0  "O 

G  G  G  G  G 

Id  Id  Id  4  Id 


TJ 

d 

Id 


"O  *0  *0  *0  "O  *0 
d  c  B  d  c  d 
Id  Id  Id  Id  Id  Id 


aaa§B  aa  aaa  a  aaaaaa 


4)  4>  4)  V  4) 
U  iJ  U  U  4J 
Id  4f  Id  Id  Id 


V  4) 

iJ  4-> 
Id  Id 


Of  9  9 

JJ  X) 

Id  Id  Id 


4> 

x> 

Id 


4)  4)  4)  4)  4>  4) 

xi  xi  U  iJ  4J  U 
4}  Id  id  Id  Q  Id 


*0  *0  *0  *0  *0  _  _  _  *0  *0  'O'O'O  *0  *p  *0  *0  *0 'O  *0 
<D4)OVV*O'O*P4>0*OIVIV4)'O(V*O$IP4)4>$4) 
£££E£dddEid£££d£d££££££ 

V4V4V4V4V4ld4}4fVlM4(V4X4V44yV44fMXlXlV4V4V<l 
4)VIP4)4)'HiH<HV4)pH4>IV4)iH4)<H4)ld4}4)4>4) 
XJiJUX)X>  &  >2x>x)  ^XlXJjJ  >XJ>X»X»X»X)X>Xl 

dddddOOOddOdddOdOdddddd 

MHIHIHMiJiJiJMMiJMMIHXiMtJMMMMMM 


mA«HorMAA^r^AO»HmmAAf^mAr^ArHC4 

AomO'OOOTHiHrMmmmmm^^mmAAp^A 

00000000000000000000000 

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm 


•4fot^mo^AtH^Ar^Aooamm^omcM^mA 
r^o*Hmr**r^r^AAAAAooo«H»H04rMmmmm 
mAAA^^^^^^^^mmmmmmmmmmm 
O  O  OOrHiHrMfHtHrHrMiHrHrMfHfHiHfH»HFH*H»H*H 

»HtH»Hr-l*HfHrHr4TH*H»Hr4«Hr-l*HiHr-lrHrHiHfHiH«H 


25 


Shoud  Testing  Results 


Lithlc  debitage  and  burned  rock  were  encountered  In  several  of  the  shovel  tests  that 
were  conducted  as  part  of  the  survqr.  Table  1 1  summarizes  all  debitage  and  burned  rock  that  was 
encountered  In  shovel  test  excavation.  The  presence  of  lithlc  debitage  and  burned  rock  indicate 
that  these  sites  may  have  intact  or  relative^  intact  subsurface  cultural  deposits  and  may  warrant 
further  testing.  The  debitage  recovered  from  the  shovel  tests  Is  primarily  small  flaking  debris, 
probabfy  from  the  manufacture  and  maintenance  of  various  chert  tool  types.  All  recovered  burned 
rock  is  weathered  limestone. 


Table  11.  Shovel  Testing  Data. 


41CV0601 

41CV1517 

Shovd 

Level 

DeUtsge 

Bomed 

Shcvd 

Level 

Debitage 

Burned 

Test 

Teat 

Rock 

1 

1 

11 

0 

1 

3 

7 

0 

2 

1 

13 

5 

4 

6 

0 

2 

7 

0 

5 

8 

0 

3 

1 

0 

6 

0 

1 

2 

1 

1 

0 

3 

0 

1 

41CV1472 

4 

1 

0 

3 

3 

0 

2 

Shovel  Levd 

Debitage 

Bamed 

Test 

Rock 

1 

1 

2 

0 

41CV1531 

2 

7 

2 

3 

2 

0 

Shovd 

Levd 

Debitage 

Burned 

Test 

Rock 

1 

1 

1 

0 

41CV1496 

2 

3 

0 

3 

1 

0 

ShoveLevel 

Debitage 

Burned 

Test 

Rock 

1 

2 

1 

0 

41CV1540 

2 

2 

2 

0 

3 

2 

0 

Shevd 

Levd 

Debitage 

Burned 

Tsst 

Rock 

1 

1 

8 

0 

41CV1516 

2 

2 

0 

2 

1 

23 

0 

Shovel 

Levd 

DflMtage 

Burned 

2 

1 

0 

Test 

Rock 

1 

2 

1 

0 

41CV1543 

Shovel 

Level 

Debitage 

Burned 

Toot 

Rock 

1 

1 

9 

0 
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■B8BASCH  KBSULTS 

David  L.  Caxison  and  John  E.  Dockall 
ANALYSIS  OF  KNAPPING  STATION  C  (41CV1540) 

Durliig  the  survey  of  41CV1540,  five  discrete  concentrations  of  llthlc  debris  were 
encountered.  The  concentrated  nature  of  these  debris  areas  indicated  that  th^  could  be  laigefy 
Intact.  As  an  adjunct  to  the  site  survey,  a  one-meter  radius  collection  was  made  d*  one  of  the 
concentrations,  which  had  been  designated  Knapping  Station  C  (Figure  5).  A  100-percent 
collection  was  performed  for  all  observed  surface  material  within  this  one-meter  radius. 
Subsurface  material  was  screened  through  l/4-liK:h  mesh  (Imposing  a  significant  bias  Into  the 
collected  sample  of  debltage).  The  original  diameter  of  Knapplrig  Station  C  is  not  known. 


41CV1S40 
Knapping  Station  C 


) 


() _ 40cm 


Note:  Not  al  Ithics  drawn  in, 
only  general  pattera 


4b  Owl  Cr«0k  Black  Chart 
o  Othar  Chart 
O  LImaatona 


Figure  5.  Diagram  of  one-meter  radius  debltage  collection  at  Knapping  Station  C. 
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CONTENTS  OF  KNAPPING  STATION  C 


There  was  a  consklerable  amount  of  arttfactual  material  upon  and  within  the  fcmpping 
area,  in  addition  to  the  debltage.  Table  12  summarizes  the  material  collected.  One  piece 

of  chalcedony  (not  tabulated)  was  alan  collected. 


Table  12.  Summaiy  data  of  contents  of  Knapping  Station  C. 


Catagofy 

Mstwrial 

Total 

Debitage 

1 

2615 

DelHtage 

2 

596 

Scallom 

Unknown  chert 

1 

Group  1  Ofiace 

2 

1 

Group  2  Blfiaice 

1  (Ns  4) 

2  (Ns  3) 
Unknown  (N  *  2) 

9 

Group  3  efface 

1 

1 

Uni&ce 

Unknown  chert 

1 

Core 

2 

1 

The  debitage  collected  ftxim  Knapping  Station  C  consists  <rf  2  distinct  chert  types.  Both 
cherts  are  ciyptociystalline  and  exhibit  excellent  flaking  characteristics.  Material  1  is  gray  to 
black,  some  of  it  having  a  white  patina.  It  compares  very  favorably  to  the  chert  variety  found  at 
Fort  Hood  called  Owl  Creek  Black  (Dickens  1993).  Material  2  is  tan  in  color,  and  compares 
favorabfy  with  Dickens’  (1993)  Fort  Hood  chert  variety  Gray/Brown/Green  Mottled.  It  is  possible, 
however,  that  Material  2  represents  Helner  Lake  Tan  chert  (Dickens  1993).  Some  of  the  debitage 
of  each  material  type  was  burned.  It  is  also  possible  that  some  of  the  burned  material  represents 
different  chert  types.  The  range  of  burning  within  the  two  materi^ia  is  similar.  Minor  bumirig  is 
noted  Iqr  a  color/lustre  change  on  the  surface  of  the  piece  or  on  a  broken  surface.  More 
pronounced  burning  was  noted  by  the  presence  of  heat  fractures,  crazing,  and  potlid  scars. 


Methods  of  Analysts 

The  basic  assumption  undertying  this  debitage  anatysls  is  that  the  manufacture  of  flaked 
stone  tools  is  a  reductive  process  (e.g.  Collins  1975).  Past  and  recent  lithic  research  has 
demonstrated  that  the  manufacture  of  stone  tools  can  be  perceived  as  a  series  of  stages  within 
this  reductive  sequence  (Collins  1975:  Holmes  1894;  Muto  1971). 

There  are  discrete  traits  of  debitage  that  are  specific  to  particular  techniques  of  reduction. 
These  tratts  provide  empirical  evidence  for  the  raiige  of  formal  manufacturing  method*  within  an 
assemblage.  The  fiammork  of  anatysls  should  be  sensitive  to  variation  within  the  debitage 
assemblage  in  an  effort  to  detect  technological  differences  associated  with  different  stages  of 
manufacture. 
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The  method  of  debitage  analysis  for  this  stucfy  was  size-grading.  Abler  ( 1975)  defined  the 
theoiy  behind  the  technique  of  mass-analysis.  The  premise  of  mass-analysis  is  that  the  size 
distribution  of  debitage  within  an  assemblage  can  reflect  stages  of  reduction  m  stone  tool 
manufacture  (Abler  1975. 1989).  The  size  of  waste  flakes  from  the  manufacture  of  blfaclaUy  flaked 
artifacts  will  decrease  ^^tematlcalfy  from  the  initial  stages  of  manufacture  to  the  final  finishing 
stages  (Henry  et  al.  1976;  Stable  and  Duim  1982;  Newcomer  1971).  Larger  flake  size  categories 
should  represent  the  Initial  and  primary  stages  of  reduction  while  decreasing  size  grades  represent 
secondary  and  final  stages  of  reduction. 

The  debitage  from  Knapping  Station  C  at  41CV1540  was  passed  through  a  series  of  five 
nested  sieve  screens.  Six  grades  were  recognized  fTable  13).  the  sixth  grade  represented  by  what 
fell  through  the  smallest  screen  size.  All  debitage  was  allowed  to  pass  freely  through  the  nested 
screens  Instead  of  being  shaken  through.  This  negated  the  amount  of  damage  that  accrued  along 
the  flake  edges.  In  some  cases  it  was  necessary  to  gentfy  hand  manipulate  some  of  the  flakes 
through  the  screens  If  th^r  became  lodged.  E^ch  grade  was  assigned  a  value  to  represent  Its 
diagonal  dimension  (Table  13).  These  size  grades  are  similar  to  those  used  other  researchers 
(Abler  1975.  1989;  Behm  1983;  Dockall  1990;  Ensor  1987a;  Mueller-WlUe  et  al.  1989;  Stable  and 
Dunn  1982). 


Table  13.  Screen  mesh  sizes  used  during  debitage  analysis. 


Size  Grade 

Screen  Mesh  Size 
(diagonal  dimension) 

1 

37  mm. 

1  in. 

2 

26  mm. 

3/4  in. 

3 

17  mm. 

1/2  in. 

4 

13  mm. 

3/8  in. 

5 

7  mm. 

1/4  in. 

6 

<7  mm. 

<1/4  in. 

For  this  anafysls.  It  was  not  necessary  to  separate  complete  from  fragmentary  flakes. 
Stable  and  Dunn  (1982:86)  noted  that  (1)  the  maximum  size  of  both  flakes  and  flake  fragments 
is  defined  by  the  reduction  process  and  the  stage  of  reduction.  (2)  flakes  tend  to  break  randomly 
In  all  stages  of  reduction,  and  (3)  the  inclusion  of  all  flakes  and  fragments  Is  less  time  consuming 
than  the  task  of  sorting  all  complete  flakes. 


DEBITAGE  VARIABLES 

Observations  on  a  series  of  variables  were  coded  during  the  debitage  anafysis.  These 
variables  include  (1)  raw  material  type.  (2)  degree  of  cortex  on  the  dorsal  surface.  (3)  total  number 
of  flakes  within  each  size  grade.  (4)  total  number  of  burned  flakes  within  each  size  grade,  and  (5) 
the  total  weight  of  all  flakes  In  each  size  grade.  Discussion  of  the  technological  Importance  of 
these  variables  Is  presented  below. 
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Raw  Material  Type 


All  lithic  debris  within  the  knapping  station  was  sorted  according  to  raw  matoial  type. 
Since  all  of  the  material  was  chert,  another  sort  was  perfonned  based  upon  chert  type  as  Indicated 
by  color  (see  previous  discussion  of  material  types).  By  sortliig  debltage  in  this  manner,  it  should 
be  possible  to  detect  differences  in  debltage  character  that  may  be  related  to  material  type  and 
varying  reduction  strategies  applied  to  particular  raw  materials. 

Degree  of  Dorsal  Cortex 

The  degree  of  cortex  on  the  dorsal  surface  with  regard  to  size  grade  was  another  variable. 
The  basic  assumption  Is  that  raw  material,  in  its  natural  state,  is  entirely  covered  with  cortex. 
As  the  reduction  process  proceeds,  there  Is  a  decrease  In  the  amount  oi  cortex.  According  to  Ahkr 
(1989:90).  the  amount  of  dorsal  cortex  on  a  flake  or  fragment  should  vary  with  size  grade  and 
stage  of  reduction.  Early  stages  of  reduction  should  typical^  have  greater  amounts  of  cortex 
represented  among  the  debltage  than  later  or  terminal  reduction  stages.  For  this  stu^.  numerical 
values  were  assigned  to  represent  the  degree  of  cortex  present  on  the  dorsal  surface:  Istotal; 
2=partlal;  S^none. 


Total  Number  of  Flakes 

The  total  number  of  flakes  per  size  grade  is  utilized  as  a  measure  of  reduction  intensity 
and  the  degree  of  staging  represented  by  the  debltage  sample.  When  this  variable  is  used  in 
conjunction  with  degree  of  cortex  and  total  flake  weight  in  each  size  grade,  an  indication  of  the 
importance  (representation  in  the  assemblage)  of  certain  reduction  techniques  is  indicated. 

Burning 

The  presence  or  absence  of  burning  or  thermal  alteration  was  also  noted  during  the 
debltage  analysis.  Hiis  evidence  may  Indicate  the  intentional  heating  of  lithic  material  to  Improve 
flaking  quality.  Itmay  also  indicate  the  unintentional  thermal  alteration  of  lithic  material.  There 
is  a  qualitative  distinction  that  is  made  between  heat  alteration  and  burning.  Heat  alteration 
Includes  color  changes,  luster  changes,  and  noticeable  differences  in  fracture  properties.  Evidence 
of  burning  Includes  the  presence  of  interior  and  surface  crazing,  potlids.  and  thermal  ^lall 
fractures.  These  two  types  of  thermal  changes  can  be  associated  to  varying  degrees,  but  the 
frequency  of  these  types  should  be  indicative  of  whether  heat  exposure  was  deliberate  or 
incidental.  If  deliberate  heat  alteration  is  present  in  an  assemblage,  then  the  total  number  of 
flakes  of  that  exhibit  this  trait  serves  as  a  measure  of  the  Importance  of  deliberate  heat  alteration 
as  part  of  the  reduction  process  for  a  certain  material  type. 

Aggregate  Flake  Weight 

The  total  weight  of  flakes  in  each  size  grade  was  also  recorded.  Flake  weight  is  an  indirect 
measure  of  flake  thickness  and  shape.  The  shape  and  thickness  of  a  flake  is  a  response  to  the 
rate  of  loading  during  flake  removal  For  example,  ci  flakes  In  the  same  size  grade,  hard  hammer 
percussion  flakes  tend  to  be  thicker  and  heavier  than  bifacial  thlnnlrig  flakes.  There  should  be 
a  detectable  difference  between  flakes  produced  by  various  applied  load  rates,  which  should  be 
reflected  in  the  size  grade  data  (Abler  1989:91).  Abler  (1989:91)  distinguishes  between  marginal 
and  non-marginal  flaking.  These  terms  appty  to  biface  thinning  and  freehand  core 
reducUon/biface  margin  trimming  and  shaping  respectlvety.  The  importance  of  recording  weight 
data  for  each  size  grade  lies  in  the  fact  that  the  average  flake  weight  of  a  size  grade  serves  as  a 
measure  of  variation  in  flake  shape  that  can  be  used  as  an  indicator  of  variation  In  flaking 
technique. 
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DISCUSSION 


Slone  tool  manufaclure  or  core  reduction  produces  many  more  small  flakes  and  fragments 
than  large  ones  (Abler  1989:87;  Amick  1985: 137;  Behm  1983: 12;  Henry  el  al.  1976).  In  sampling 
Knapping  Station  C.  the  use  of  1/4-lnch  screening  to  slit  all  subsurface  material  imposed  a  bias 
towaid  huger  flake  sizes  within  the  recovered  sample.  Although  a  few  flakes  were  collected  from 
Size  Grade  6,  the  smallest  grade,  the  expected  hl^  total  of  fragments  from  this  grade  was  not 
recovered.  Had  a  complete  recovery  of  all  small  material  been  performed,  there  should  have  been 
more  material  In  Grade  6  than  any  other  grade.  Because  it  was  not  possible  to  collect  every  tiny 
flake,  the  following  anafysls  will  refer  to  Grades  1  through  5  only.  Table  14  illustrates  the 
noticeable  Increase  in  flake  abundance  that  corresponds  with  decreasing  flake  size. 


Table  14.  Statistics  for  material  type  and  size  grade  for  Knapping  Station  C. 

TABLE  OF  MATERIAL  BY  GRADE 

MATERIAL  GRADE 

Frequency 


Expected 

Per^'  ’nt 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Total 

1 

4 

44 

275 

404 

1392 

2119 

5 . 6391 

60.245 

291.58 

412.88 

1344  .7 

0.15 

1.67 

10.42 

15.31 

52.77 

80.33 

2 

8 

31 

88 

110 

282 

519 

2.3609 

14  .755 

71.417 

101.12 

329.34 

0.30 

1.18 

3.34 

4.17 

10.69 

19.67 

Total 

12 

75 

363 

514 

1674 

2638 

0.45 

2.84 

13.76 

19.48 

63.46 

100.00 

DuriQg  analysis  it  was  noted  that  the  surface  material  did  not  differ  appredabfy  from 
subsurface  material.  Consequently,  the  anafysis  focused  on  defining  the  character  of  the  Uthic 
scatter  as  a  unit.  There  are  signlflcant  differences  between  the  size  grades  for  both  materials 
(Table  14).  There  Is  also  a  similarity  between  materials  In  the  proportions  of  flakes  within  each 
size  grade.  This  Illustrates  that  stmilar  reduction  techniques  were  being  applied  to  both  materials. 

The  presence/absence  and  the  degree  of  cortex  per  material  was  also  analyzed  (Table  15). 
Materials  1  and  2  Ixith  display  a  aimtlar  pattern  for  degree  of  cortex  present.  Primary  and 
secondary  cortex  is  present  in  virtually  all  size  grades  for  both  materials.  Cortex  abundance  also 
decreases  with  a  corre^iondlng  decrease  In  flake  size.  However,  only  4.96%  (N=105)  of  Material 
1  has  any  cortex,  while  over  95%  (Ns2014)  Is  cmnplete)^  cortex  free.  Material  2  has  10.41% 
(Ns54)  cortical  debltage  and  89.60%  (Ns465)  cortex  free.  This  Information  may  be  used  to  develop 
Inferences  regarding  the  reduction  of  these  materials.  Considering  the  sample  size  of  each 
material  type.  Material  2  has  more  cortex  than  Material  1.  It  also  has  a  greater  proportion  of 
flakes  In  Grades  1-3.  This  may  Indicate  that  Material  1  was  reduced  in  a  virtually  cortex-free  state 
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Tilde  15.  Stadsdcs  for  material  type  and  cortex  for  KnapiAag  StatlOD  C. 


TABLE  OF  MATERIAL  BY  CORTEX 


MATERIAL 

Frequency 

Expected 

Percent 

CORTEX 

1 

2 

3 

Total 

1 

11 

11.246 

0.42 

94 

116.47 

3.56 

2014 

1991.3 

76.35 

2119 

80.33 

2 

3 

2.7544 

0.11 

51 

28.527 

1.93 

465 

487.72 

17.63 

519 

19.67 

Total 

14 

0.53 

145 

5.50 

2479 

93.97 

2638 

100.00 

STATISTICS  FOR  TABLE  OF  MATERIAL  BY  CORTEX 

Statistic 

DF 

Value 

Prob 

Chi-Square 

2 

23.384 

0.000 

Phi  Coefficient 

0.094 

Cramer's  V 

0.094 

Sample  Size  =  2638 

at  the  location  of  the  knapping  area.  It  may  be  that  Material  1  was  inltlatty  reduced  elsewhere  and 
brought  to  the  present  location  for  final  finishing. 

The  average  weight  of  flakes  In  each  size  grade  (Figure  6)  also  Indicates  that  there  are  basic 
similarities  In  the  reduction  trsyectoiy  of  each  materlaL  Although  the  basic  reduction  trayectoiy 
of  each  material  Is  similar,  differences  In  average  flake  weight  Indicate  that  there  were  differences 
In  the  rate  of  loading  during  flake  removal  Average  flake  weight  Is  higher  for  Material  2.  It  Is 
Inferred  that  the  reduction  of  Material  2  involved  more  hard  tiamnwr  percuaslon  and  ms^ 
represent  earUer  stages  of  blface  cmc  reduction  than  Material  1.  Material  1  reflects  primarily 
bllacethlnnlngwhere  the  load  was  appUed  directly  to  the  edge  of  the  piece.  Material  2  represents 
early  stage  blface  margin  trimming  and  shaping  with  some  thimung  and  fieehand  core  r^uctlon 
whm  load  Is  applied  away  from  the  edge  (Ahkr  1989:91). 

The  presence  of  burned  pieces  among  both  material  types  was  not  significant.  Indicating 
that  heat  treatment  was  not  applied  to  them  as  a  method  of  improving  flaking  quality.  Only  15.8% 
(N>503)ediibited  any  evidence  of  burning.  20.8%  (Ns  124)  of  Material  2  was  burned.  AD  burred 
flakes  and  fragments  exhibited  either  crazing.  potUds,  or  heat  qrall  fractures  In  association  with 
a  change  In  cdor/luMie.  This  indicates  that  burning  was  probably  Incidental  and  not  deliberate 
and  that  heat  treatment  can  be  ruled  out  as  a  part  of  the  reduction  process.  Heat  treatment  Is 
herein  considered  part  the  reduction  process  if  anneaUiig  prior  to  the  process  can  be 

associated  with  the  material. 
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Log  of  Average  Flake  Weight  by  Total  Flakes 


Matarlal  -Mtarial  Z 

— e— 

Plgure  6.  Leg  of  Average  Flake  Weight. 


SUMMARY  OF  KNAPPING  STATION  C 

Concltisions  Hoarding  the  possibility  that  Knapping  Station  C  is  a  primaiy  deposit  are 
tenuous.  The  two  materials  represented  exhibited  sUghtfy  different  flaking  techniques.  Data  that 
are  crucial  to  a  discussion  of  this  locality  as  a  prlmaiy  or  secondaiy  deposit  are  largely  lacking 
In  the  collected  assemblage,  l.e.,  debris  from  the  smallest  size  grade  (See  Behm  1983). 

Currentfy.  Knapping  Station  C  Is  tentatively  regarded  as  a  mixed  prlmaiy/secondaiy 
deposit.  Two  distinct  materials  were  reduced  at  this  location.  Whether  these  materials  were 
reduced  as  one  event  or  as  several  separate  events  In  the  same  location  Is  not  known.  The 
consistent  character  of  the  debltage  of  both  materials  is  currently  used  to  support  the  inference 
that  both  materials  represent  two  separate  events.  Material  1  represents  the  later  stages  of  blface 
thinning  and  trimming  while  Material  2  represents  earfy  stage  blface  shaping  and  edge  trimming 
and  freehand  core  reduction.  The  average  weight  of  flakes  per  size  grade  is  greater  for  Material 
2  than  for  Material  1.  indicating  that  a  greater  load  was  being  applied  during  the  reduction  of 
Material  2.  Despite  the  differences  m  load  application,  both  materials  reflect  different  stages  of 
blface  manufacture. 

In  the  future,  recovery  of  discrete  debltage  concentrations  such  as  this  ^ould  Include 
100%  recovery  of  a  sample  of  the  area.  Statements  r^arding  the  primary  or  secondary  nature 
of  these  deposits  can  then  be  formulated  that  wlU  further  Increase  our  knowledge  concerning 
behaviors  associated  with  stone  tool  manufacture  in  the  area  of  Fort  Hood. 
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PREDICTIVE  MODELLING 


Methods 

Predictive  models  for  historic  and  prehistoric  Fort  Hood  sites  were  developed  using  GRASS 
4.0  at  the  Directorate  of  Environment  and  Housing.  Existing  map  layers  which  had  been  created 
for  a  variety  of  purposes  were  used  m  developing  the  models.  No  new  data  were  added  to  the 
^tem  although  new  layers  were  created  that  were  transformations  of  existing  layers.  The  basic 
data  set  consisted  of  all  areas  that  have  been  systematically  surveyed  on  the  post  since  1978. 
excluding  the  current  survey  area  since  the  site  distribution  for  that  area  will  be  "predicted"  using 
the  models.  This  area  includes  292.434  5QxS0-m  cells.  Within  this  area  there  are  21.017  cells 
containing  a  portion  q[  a  prehistoric  site  (7.2%)  and  5.728  cells  containing  a  portion  of  an  historic 
site  (2%).  Two  random  samples  were  drawn  (usliig  Grass  procedure  r.random)  for  the  prehistoric 
sites:  one  sample  consisted  of  1200  random^  selected  cells  adilch  contained  a  portion  of  a 
prehistoric  site  (5.7%  of  the  total)  and  1200  randomly  selected  cells  which  contained  no  portion 
of  a  prehistoric  site  (0.4%  of  the  total).  The  locations  of  these  pomts  are  shown  In  Figure  7. 
Armther  two  random  samples  were  drawn  (using  procedure  r.random)  for  the  historic  sites:  one 
sample  consisted  of  1200  randomly  selected  celte  which  contained  a  portion  of  an  historic  site 
(20.99(i  of  the  total)  and  1200  randomly  selected  cells  which  contained  no  portion  of  a  historic  site 
(0.4%  of  the  total).  The  locations  of  these  points  are  shown  In  Figure  8.  The  predictive  models 
for  historic  and  prehistoric  sites  are  baaed  on  these  data. 

Since  this  was  an  initial  effort  to  predict  sites,  onty  existing  map  layers  were  used. 
Eighteen  variables  were  selected  or  develop^  from  these  map  layers.  The  predictive  models  for 
historic  and  prehistoric  sites  are  based  on  stepwise  logistic  n^resslon  uslrig  PC-SAS.  For  each 
variable,  the  values  for  the  1200  site  and  1200  non-site  locations  were  downloaded  fnxn  the  Fort 
Hood  computer  to  a  PC  at  TAMU.  The  variables  selected  or  developed  were  as  foUows: 

1.  Available  water  (AVJVATER).  This  is  an  existing  map  layer  based  on  the  soils 
classlflcatlon.  It  is  a  measure  of  the  ability  of  the  soil  to  retain  water  In  the  root 
zone. 

2.  Depth  to  rock  (DP_ROCK).  This  provides  an  estimate  of  the  depth  of  bedrock.  This 
Is  an  existing  map  layer,  which  is  based  on  the  soils  classification.  It  Is  coded  so 
that  category  1  represents  the  deepest  soils  (more  than  60  In)  and  cat^ory  six 
represents  the  shallowest  (less  than  15  In). 

3.  K_factor  (K_FACT0R).  This  provides  one  estimate  of  soil  erodiblUty.  This  is  an 
existing  map  layer  which  Is  based  on  the  soils  classification. 

4.  Soil  pH  (PH).  This  layer  provides  a  general  classification  of  soil  pH  for  the  post. 
This  Is  an  existing  map  layer  which  Is  based  on  the  soils  classification. 

5.  Wind  erodlbllity  (W.ERODE).  This  layer  provides  an  estimate  of  the  susceptibility 
of  a  soil  type  to  wind  erosion.  This  Is  an  existing  map  layer  adiich  Is  based  on  the 
soils  classification. 

6.  Soil  diversity  (SOIL.DIV).  Ihls  is  a  measure  of  how  many  types  of  soil  are  found 
within  a  7x7  cell  grid.  Ihls  layer  was  created  for  this  anal)^  u^ng  procedure 
r.nelghbors  on  the  soil  map  layer. 

7.  Cross  country  movement  (CC.MVMl).  This  Is  an  existing  map  b^er  that  provides 
an  estimate  of  the  ease  of  movement.  It  can  be  viewed  as  a  very  general 
classification  of  level,  open  areas  versus  steepfy  sloping,  vegetated  areas. 
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Figure  7.  Prehl^orlc  Site  M  and  Non-site  (••■)  Locations. 
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Figure  8.  Historic  Site  M  and  Non-site  (•»■)  Locations. 
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8.  Environmental  zones  (LZONES).  This  Is  an  existing  map  layer  that  provides  a  veiy 
general  classification  of  the  Fort  Hood  topc^raphy  into  lovdand.  intermediate 
upland,  and  upland. 

9.  A^iect  (ASPECT).  The  direction  a  slope  faces.  This  is  an  existing  map  layer 
derived  from  the  elevation  layer. 

10.  Elevation  (ELEV).  The  elevation  of  a  cell  In  meters.  This  is  an  existing  map  layer. 
The  elevation  data  were  originally  provided  on  a  100-m  grid  although  the  layer  has 
been  Interpolated  to  a  50-m  grid.  Improving  the  accuracy  of  the  elevatlonal  data 
would  also  Improve  the  accuracy  oS  aspect  and  slope  since  these  layers  are  based 
on  them. 

11.  Elevatlonal  diversity  (ELEV_DrV).  This  provides  a  measure  of  how  uneven  the 
terrain  is  In  the  vicinity  of  the  cell.  A  7  by  7  cell  grid  is  used  and  the  number  of 
different  elevation  categories  counted.  This  layer  was  created  using  r.  neighbors. 

12.  Slope  (SLOPE).  The  percent  slope  at  the  ceU.  This  is  an  existing  map  layer  which 
Is  derived  firom  the  elevation  layer. 

13.  Distance  to  any  water  (D_WATER).  This  layer  provides  the  distance  to  any 
Intermittent  or  permanent  stream.  It  Is  based  on  the  drain  layer  and  has  the 
problem  that  the  drainages  are  not  ranked  in  any  way.  The  layer  was  created 
using  r.L^^er. 

14.  Distance  to  streams  (D.STREAM).  This  layer  provides  another  kind  of  distance  to 
water  measure.  Onty  streams  classed  as  tntermlttent  on  the  rivers  layer  are  used. 
The  layer  was  created  using  r.buffer. 

15.  Distance  to  rivers  (D_RIVER).  This  layer  provides  the  distance  to  any  "river”  or 
"stream"  as  classified  in  the  existing  layer  rlvers.lg.  The  layer  was  created  using 
r.buffer. 

16.  Distance  to  chert  (D_CHERT).  This  layer  attempts  to  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
distance  to  chert-bearing  deposits.  It  was  created  extracting  soil  types  10. 11.  and 
12  and  then  computing  the  distance  of  each  cell  to  any  of  these  types.  The  layer 
was  created  by  using  r.reclass  on  the  soil  layer  and  then  r.buffer  on  the  newly 
created  map  htyer. 

17.  Distance  to  a  small  drainage  divide  (D.SMDIV).  Another  way  to  look  at  the 
landscape  is  to  focus  on  drainage  divides.  This  layer  measures  the  distance  to  a 
small  drainage  divide  as  defined  by  the  watershed.sm  la3rer.  Using  the 
watershed_sm  layer  a  new  layer  was  created  using  r.neighbors  to  count  the 
number  of  watersheds  within  a  3x3  cell  grid.  The  resulting  map  layer  was 
reclassified  (r.reclass)  so  that  only  cells  with  values  greater  than  one  were  Included. 
These  cells  are  the  divides  between  small  watersheds.  The  final  map  layer  was 
created  using  r.buffer  on  this  layer. 

18.  Distance  to  a  large  drainage  divide  p.LGDIV).  This  layer  measures  the  distance 
to  a  large  drainage  divide  as  defined  by  the  watershedjg  layer.  Using  the 
watershetLljS  htyer  a  new  layer  was  created  using  r.neighbors  to  count  the  number 
of  watersheds  within  a  3x3-cell  grid.  The  resulting  map  layer  was  reclassified 
(r.reclass)  so  that  only  cells  with  values  greater  than  one  were  Included.  These 
cells  are  the  divides  between  small  watersheds.  The  final  map  layer  was  created 
using  r.buffer  on  this  layer. 
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Stepwise  logistical  regression  b^ins  with  no  variables  and  then  selects  the  best  single 
variable  for  distinguishing  site  from  non-site  areas.  The  process  continues  until  none  of  the 
remaining  variables  contribute  anything  to  the  model.  After  a  variable  has  been  added,  the 
Vculables  m  the  model  are  evaluated  to  see  if  any  could  be  deleted.  Once  the  stepwise  procedure 
has  been  completed,  the  coeffrclents  of  each  included  variable  are  computed.  The  SAS  version  of 
logistical  regression  also  attempts  to  determine  the  overall  strength  of  the  model  m  making 
predictions  by  analyzing  the  original  data  set  of  2400  cases  (1200  sites  and  1200  non-sites)  and 
trying  to  predict  whether  the  case  is  a  site  or  a  non-site  location. 


Results  -  Prehistoric 

Table  16  summarizes  the  logistical  regression  results  for  prehistoric  sites.  The  table 
provides  three  kinds  of  information.  First,  a  summary  of  the  stepwise  procedure  indicates  which 
variables  were  selected  and  their  statistical  significance.  Second,  parameter  estimates  for  each 
variable  are  presented.  These  values  are  used  to  develop  a  prediction  for  any  place  on  the  post. 
Flnalfy.  a  tabulation  of  predictions  for  the  2350  points  used  in  the  analysis  is  provided  (50  points 
had  missing  values  on  one  or  more  variable  and  were  excluded  from  the  analysis).  Overall,  the 
model  correctly  predicts  sites  69%  of  the  time.  This  is  substantially  better  than  the  50%  success 
rate  we  would  get  by  guessing,  but  there  is  clearly  room  for  Improvement.  Only  about  60%  of  the 
non-sites  are  correctly  predicted,  which  implies  that  the  model  is  somewhat  conservative. 

The  first  variable  selected  for  the  model  is  distance  to  chert-bezuing  soils  (D_CHERT).  This 
is  not  particularly  surprising  since  a  large  number  of  the  site  locations  necessarily  came  from  the 
largest  sites.  The  parameter  estimate  of  -0.0871  indicates  that  sites  are  less  likely  the  farther  we 
are  from  chert-bearing  soils.  The  second  variable  selected  is  soil  diversity  (SOIL_Drv).  The 
parameter  estimate  for  this  variable  is  positive,  which  means  that  areas  of  higher  soil  diversity  are 
more  likely  to  contain  sites.  Cross-country  movement  (CC_MVMT)  is  selected  next  and  is  also 
positive.  Since  higher  values  of  cross-country  movement  indicate  more  rugged  or  heavily  wooded 
areas,  the  model  predicts  more  sites  m  these  areas  and  fewer  in  level,  open  areas.  Distance  to  a 
small  drainage  divide  (D.SMDIV)  is  positively  associated  with  prehistoric  sites.  More  sites  are 
found  away  from  a  divide  than  near  one.  Sites  are  more  likely  where  the  soils  are  more  acidic  (PH) 
and  where  the  soils  are  shallow  (DP_ROCK).  Distance  to  a  large  drainage  divide  (D_LGDIV)  is 
selected  seventh  and  is  positively  associated  with  site  locations.  Environmental  zones  (LZONE^) 
are  negatively  associated  with  site  locations  which  means  that  more  sites  are  foimd  m  lowland 
settings  than  upland  ones.  Distances  to  rivers  and  streams  (D_RIVER,  D_STREAM)  are  positively 
associated  with  site  locations.  This  is  somewhat  puzzling  since  it  implies  that  sites  are  foimd 
away  from  water  while  the  environmental  zone  parameter  indicated  that  sites  were  more  likely  to 
be  found  in  lowland  settings.  These  variables  are  probably  interacting  in  a  relatively  complex  way. 
Flnalfy  soil  K-factor  (K_FACTOI^.  a  measure  of  erodlbillty.  indicates  that  erodlble  soils  are  less 
likely  to  have  sites  on  them. 

The  results  of  the  logistic  regression  accord  well  with  what  we  would  expect  to  find,  except 
foi  the  discrepancy  with  the  dlstance-to-water  variables.  By  using  the  parameter  estimates 
provided  in  Table  16,  it  is  possible  to  make  a  prediction  regarding  site  locations  for  every  place  on 
the  post.  Figure  9  shows  the  results.  The  predictive  layer  (predlct.pre)  has  20  categories. 
Categoiy  1  has  the  lowest  probability  of  containing  a  site  and  category  20  has  the  highest 
probability.  Figure  9  summarizes  these  categories  into  four  groups  for  readability:  categories  1-5 
are  identified  as  "Very  Low"  probability  areas;  categories  6-10  as  "Low";  categories  11-15  as 
"Moderate";  and  categories  16-20  as  "High."  Recently  obtained  land  and  Corps  of  Engineers  lands 
do  not  have  a  prediction  because  the  military  variable  cross-country  movement  is  not  coded  for 
these  areas.  A  special  predictive  model  for  these  areas  can  be  developed  that  does  not  depend  on 
that  variable.  The  new  model  can  be  used  to  fill  in  the  blank  areas  on  the  map.  Strong 
differences  are  shown  if  Figure  9  is  compared  Mdth  the  CERL  predictive  model,  which  was  based 
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Table  16.  Logistical  R^resslon  Output  for  Prehistoric  Sites. 


Summary  of  Stepwise  Procedure 


Variable 

Number 

Score 

Pr  > 

step  Entered  Removed  In 

Chi-Square 

Chi-Square 

1  D_ 

.CHERT 

1 

113.5 

0.0001 

2  SOIL_DIV 

2 

56.4735 

0.0001 

3  CC_MVMT 

3 

43.9372 

0.0001 

4  D_ 

.SMDIV 

4 

40.7098 

0.0001 

5  PH 

5 

37.1830 

0.0001 

6  DP_ROCK 

6 

12.8351 

0.0003 

7  D_ 

.LCD  IV 

7 

12.1550 

0.0005 

8  LZONES 

8 

13.3109 

0.0003 

9  D 

RIVER 

9 

5.8043 

0.0160 

10  K 

.FACTOR 

10 

4.6636 

0.0308 

11  D_ 

.STREAM 

11 

4.4868 

0.0342 

Analysis  of  Maximum 

Likelihood  Estimates 

Parameter 

Standard 

Wald 

Pr  > 

Standardized 

Variable 

Estimate 

Error  Chi-Square 

Chi-Square 

Estimate 

INTERCPT 

-1.7882 

0.2936 

37.1075 

0.0001 

CC_MVMT 

0.1026 

0.0218 

22.1836 

0.0001 

0.136401 

DP_ROCK 

0.1005 

0.0223 

20.3718 

0.0001 

0.130700 

K_FACTOR 

-0.0507 

0.0221 

5.2579 

0.0218 

-0.067543 

SOIL_DIV 

0.2990 

0.0519 

33.2046 

0.0001 

0.151422 

LZONES 

-0.3106 

0.0825 

14.1728 

0.0002 

-0.127364 

PH 

0.1280 

0.0271 

22.3477 

0.0001 

0.153514 

D.RIVER 

0.0140 

0.00578 

5.8992 

0.0151 

0.068159 

D_STREAM 

0.1190 

0.0563 

4.4726 

0.0344 

0.057675 

D_CHERT 

-0.0871 

0.0106 

66.9844 

0.0001 

-0.356697 

D_SMDIV 

0.0973 

0.0201 

23.3887 

0.0001 

0.149570 

D_LGDIV 

0.0229 

0.00661 

11.9777 

0.0005 

0.128868 

Classification 

Table 

Predicted 

EVENT  NO 

EVENT  Total 

EVENT  1 

822 

364  1 

1186 

Observed 

1 

1 

NO  EVENT  1 

460 

704  1 

1164 

Total 

1282 

1068 

2350 

Sensitivity=  69.3%  Specif icity=  60. 

5%  Correct= 

64.9% 

False  Positive  Rate=  35 

.9%  False  Negative  Rate= 

34.1% 

on  a  smaller  sample  and  predicted  onty  site  centers  without  distinguishing  historic  fimn 
prehistoric  sites.  The  CERL  model  shows  bands  of  high  probability  site  locations  along  rivers  and 
streams,  whereas  the  model  developed  here  predicts  high  site  densities  on  and  along  upland  areas 
where  chert  resources  are  available. 

Warren  (1990a;  1990b)  discusses  ways  of  calibrating  and  evaluating  predictive  models. 
His  approach  Is  shown  In  Table  17.  which  Is  based  on  the  entire  surv^d  post,  not  Just  the  2400 
randomty  selected  locations.  The  first  column  in  the  table  is  the  predictive  model  cat^oiy.  This 
is  an  aibltraiy  scale  frcmi  1  to  20  with  20  being  the  areas  that  are  most  llkety  to  contain  sites. 
Cat^oiy  0  Is  reserved  for  areas  for  which  there  are  missing  values  and  no  prediction  can  be  made. 
The  second  column  (labeled  "Absent")  Is  the  number  of  cells  (50x50-m  area^  that  do  not  bdopg 
to  aity  recorded  prehistoric  site  and  the  third  column  ("Present")  lists  those  that  do  belong  to  a 
site.  The  fourth  column  Is  the  total  number  of  cells  (Absent  -t-  Present).  The  fifth  column  (Trob") 
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1  *Jery  Low 

2  Low 

3  Moderate 

4  High 


Figures.  Prehistoric  Site  Predictive  Model  Map. 
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Table  17.  Evaluation  of  Prehistoric  Predictive  Model. 
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provides  the  probability  that  a  cell  In  that  predictive  cat^oiy  contains  a  site  (Present  +  Total).  The 
average  probability  for  prehistoric  sites  is  0.07.  If  logistic  regression  were  unable  to  find  any 
differences  between  sites  and  nonsites,  all  the  values  in  this  column  would  be  about  0.07. 
Instead,  categories  1  through  10  are  below  0.07  while  the  cat^ories  above  10  have  higher 
probabilities.  The  highest  probability  is  associated  with  cat^oiy  20.  70%  of  the  cells  in  this 
category  are  part  of  a  site.  Unfortunately,  this  is  a  very  small  category.  The  sixth  column  ("Ratio") 
is  the  ratio  between  the  probability  for  a  category  and  the  average  probability  (0.07).  Values  below 
1  indicate  that  sites  are  less  likely  to  occur  than  random  chance  would  predict.  Values  above  1 
indicate  how  much  more  likely  a  site  is  to  occur.  For  example,  in  category  18  sites  are  3.26  times 
more  likely  to  occur  than  random  chance  would  predict.  Column  seven  ("Cumul  Sites")  provides 
a  reverse  cumulative  frequency  for  sites  (excluding  cat^ory  0).  The  following  colutrm  ("Cumul 
Sites%")  expresses  this  number  as  a  percentage  (Cumul  Sites  +  20.222  x  100).  Columns  nine 
("Cumul  NoSlte)  and  ten  (Cumul  NoSite%)  provide  the  cumulative  frequency  of  non-site  and  the 
cumulative  percentage  of  non-sites.  Finally  colurrm  1 1  ("Correct  %")  provides  the  percentage  of 
correct  predictions.  In  order  to  calibrate  the  predictive  model,  we  need  to  pick  a  category  as  a 
cutpoint.  At  or  above  the  cutpolnt.  we  predict  the  location  of  a  site.  Below  the  cutpolnt.  we 
predict  no  site.  Columns  eight,  ten.  and  eleven  provide  us  with  the  data  to  make  an  informed 
choice.  For  example,  if  we  pick  category  1  as  the  cutpoint.  we  will  correctly  predict  all  of  the  sites 
(column  eight  is  100.0%).  However  we  will  incorrectly  assign  sites  to  every  place  on  the  post  so 
we  will  incorrectly  predict  all  of  the  non-site  locations  (colurrm  ten  is  0.0%).  Different  criteria  will 
lead  to  different  outpoints,  but  category  1 1  has  a  number  of  advantages.  Categories  1 1  and  12 
are  the  only  categories  which  correctly  predict  more  than  half  of  the  sites  and  more  than  half  the 
non-sites.  Predicting  a  site  whenever  a  cell  belongs  to  cat^ory  1 1  or  above  will  correctly  predict 
70%  of  the  sites  and  56.3%  of  the  non-sites.  Moving  the  cutpolnt  to  category  12  drops  the  correct 
site  predictions  to  about  60%  while  increasing  non-site  pre^cdons  to  65%.  Column  1 1  provides 
another  way  to  look  at  the  model.  Since  sites  are  rare,  the  optimal  choice  (in  terms  of  minimizing 
errors)  is  to  always  predict  no  site.  All  sites  will  be  missed,  but  the  percentage  of  correct 
predictions  is  nearly  93%  in  comparison  with  category  11  where  the  percentage  of  correct 
predictions  is  only  57. 1%.  This  approach  assumes  that  missing  sites  and  non-sites  are  equally 
serious  errors.  Of  course,  if  that  were  the  case  no  predictive  model  is  needed.  Columns  8,  10. 
and  1 1  are  plotted  as  Figure  10. 

It  is  difficult  to  compare  this  predictive  model  with  those  in  the  literature  because  the 
detailed  information  presented  in  Table  17  is  rarely  included;  however  the  model  developed  by 
Warren  (1990b:208)  correctly  predicted  sites  67%  of  the  time,  but  predicted  non-sites  only  39% 
of  the  time.  No  published  predictive  model  addresses  an  area  or  data  set  anywhere  near  as  laige 
as  this  one.  With  few  sites  and  lots  of  variables,  it  will  always  be  possible  to  predict  all  of  the 
sites. 


Results  -  Historic 

The  model  for  the  historic  sites  was  developed  in  exactly  the  same  way.  Table  18  provides 
the  same  information  for  the  historic  model.  Not  surprisingly,  the  variables  selected  for  the  model 
are  very  different.  The  first  four  variables  all  relate  to  soils.  Depth  to  rock  (DP_ROCK)  is  selected 
first  and  the  parameter  estimate  indicates  that  deeper  soils  are  more  llkety  to  contain  sites. 
Available  water  (AV_WATER)  is  selected  next.  Areas  that  retain  water  at  the  root  zone  are  less 
likely  to  contain  sites.  This  is  somewhat  surprising,  but  it  may  reflect  a  desire  to  locate  on  well- 
drained  soils.  K  factor  (K_FACTOR)  is  the  third  variable.  Erodible  soils  are  less  likely  to  have 
sites.  This  was  also  noted  for  the  prehistoric  sites,  but  the  parameter  estimate  is  larger  for 
historic  sites.  Soil  pH  (PH)  is  the  fourth  variable.  Historic  sites  are  more  likely  to  occur  on 
alkaline  soils.  Sites  are  more  likely  at  lower  elevations  (ELEV)  and  are  more  likely  to  be  found 
away  from  rivers  (D_RIVER)  and  away  from  chert-bearing  soils  (D_CHERT).  Historic  sites  are  more 
likely  to  be  found  near  large  drainage  divides  (D_LGDIV)  and  near  areas  of  high  soil  diversity. 
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Ftgure  10.  Predictive  Model  for  Prehistoric  Sites. 


TiblelS.  LoglatlnlRetfreMkn  Output  for  HlBtfKlcS 


Siunnary  of  Stepwise  Procedure 


Variable 

Number 

Score 

Pr  > 

st^ 

Entered 

Removed 

In 

Chi-Square 

Chi-Square 

1 

DP_ROCK 

1 

18.7018 

0.0001 

2 

AVJURTER 

2 

14.5247 

0.0001 

3 

K_FACT0R 

3 

36.9681 

0.0001 

4 

PH 

4 

19.8932 

0.0001 

5 

ELEV 

5- 

14.0775 

0.0002 

6 

D_RIVER 

6 

51.8990 

0.0001 

7 

SOIL_DIV 

7 

10.9746 

0.0009 

8 

D_CHERT 

8 

3.9783 

0.0461 

9 

DJLGDIV 

9 

10.6032 

0.0011 

Analysis  of 

Maximum 

Likelihood  Estimates 

Variable 

Parameter 

Standard 

Wald 

Pr  > 

Standard! zed 

Estimate 

Error 

Chi-Square 

Chi-Square 

Estimate 

INTERCPT 

3.1344 

0.4557 

47.3076 

0.0001 

AV_WATER 

0.4534 

0.0574 

62.4710 

0.0001 

0.416984 

DP_P0CK 

-0.1318 

0.0213 

38.4642 

0.0001 

-0.174652 

K_FACTOR 

-0.2894 

0.0391 

54.7176 

0.0001 

-0.363643 

SOIL_DIV 

0.1933 

0.0498 

15.0884 

0.0001 

0.094418 

PH 

-0.0789 

0.0255 

9.5830 

0.0020 

-0.082749 

ELEV 

-0.0149 

0.00199 

56.2602 

0.0001 

-0.266186 

D_RIVER 

0.0558 

0.00764 

53.3647 

0.0001 

0.267046 

D_CHERT 

0.0351 

0.0095 

13.5910 

0.0002 

0.153677 

D_LGDIV 

-0.0208 

0.00642 

10.5560 

0.0012 

-0.122241 

Classification 

Table 

Predicted 

EVENT  NO  EVENT  Total 

EVENT  1 

715 

476  1 

1191 

Observed 

1 

NO  EVENT  1 

444 

1 

731  1 

1175 

Total 

1159 

1207 

2366 

Sen8itivity=  60.0%  Sp€cificity=  62.2%  Correct=  61.1% 
False  Positive  Rate=  38.3%  False  Negative  Rate=  39.4% 


The  results  of  tlw  loglaac  regression  acccurd  wdl  with  what  we  would  expect  to  find. 
Overall  the  modd  correct]^  predicted  60%  of  the  random  sites.  This  Is  not  as  good  as  the 
prehistoric  model,  but  Is  better  than  the  50%  success  rate  we  would  get  by  guessing.  About  62% 
of  the  non-sites  are  correct^  predicted.  By  using  the  parameter  esttanates  provided  in  Table  18 
It  is  possible  to  make  a  prediction  regarding  site  locations  for  every  place  on  the  post  Figure  1 1 
shows  the  results.  The  predictive  layer  ({sedlctfald  has  20  categories.  Cdegoiy  1  has  the  lowest 
probability  of  containing  a  site  and  category  20  has  the  highest  probability.  Figure  11  summarizes 
these  cathodes  into  four  groups  for  readability:  categories  1-5  are  Identified  as  "Very  Low" 
probabm^  areas;  cat^ories  6-10  as  "Low";  categories  1 1-15  as  "Moderate";  and  categories  16-20 
as  "High."  Columns  8, 10.  and  1 1  are  plotted  as  Figure  12. 

Table  19  provides  the  calibration  Information  for  the  historic  sites  modd  using  the  entire 
surveyedpost  Categories  11  and  12  again  provide  correct  predictions  of  sites  and  rum-sites  above 
50%.  SdecUng  the  category  1 1  aHows  us  to  correctfy  predict  67%  of  the  historic  sites  adfich  is 
better  than  the  correct  predictions  for  the  sample  (60%)  aiul  Is  only  3%  lower  than  the  prehistoric 
predictive  model 
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1  Very  Low 

2  Low 

3  Modorate 

4  High 


Figure  11.  Histone  Site  Predictive  Model  Map. 


45 


Predictive  Model  for  Historic  Sites 


3 


Probability  Category 


- Site  Cells  —  Non-Ste  Cells - Total  Cells 


Fllgure  12.  Predictive  Model  for  Histone  &tes. 


Table  19.  Evaluation  of  Historic  Predictive  Model. 
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Comparison  with  the  CERL  Model 


The  CERL  predictive  model  was  developed  as  an  exercise  in  using  GRASS  in  1984  using 
onty  the  data  from  the  random  sample  surveys  (FY  78  and  FY  80).  The  model  was  created  to 
demonstrate  the  capability  of  GRASS  for  developing  predictive  models.  No  effort  was  made  to 
distinguish  historic  firom  prehistoric  sites  and  onfy  site  centers  had  been  entered  into  GRASS.  The 
model  was  based  on  a  chi-square  analysis  to  identify  the  associations  between  sites  and  existing 
data  layers.  Although  the  details  are  ^tchy.  fewer  variables  were  probably  used  in  generating 
the  predictions  and  "distance  to"  layers  were  not  created.  The  classifications  of  the  soils  data  did 
not  exist  at  the  time  the  model  was  developed.  For  these  reasons.  CEFtL  labeled  the  model  as 
provisional  and  warned  against  depending  on  it  for  any  substantive  purposes.  The  purpose  of  the 
comparison  here  is  simpfy  to  see  if  the  present  approach  offers  ai^  advantages.  The  CERL 
predictive  model  uses  10  categories  so  the  TAMU  mc^els  were  grouped  into  10  categories  as  well. 
Although  there  are  a  number  of  ways  to  compare  the  models,  a  simple  histogram  will  demonstrate 
the  superiority  of  the  new  models. 

Figure  13  provides  a  histogram  showing  the  probability  that  a  cell  in  a  particular  category 
will  be  part  of  a  prehistoric  site  for  the  CERL  and  TAMU  models.  Both  models  show  that  higher 
categories  have  higher  probabilities,  but  the  TAMU  model  manages  to  create  categories  that  are 
much  more  llkefy  to  contain  sites.  Figure  14  shows  the  same  information  for  historic  sites.  Again 
the  TAMU  model  has  created  categories  which  are  more  likely  to  contain  sites  than  any  of  the 
CERL  cat^orles.  The  TAMU  model  is  somewhat  overdefined,  however,  since  the  highest 
probability  is  in  category  15.  The  CERL  model  handles  the  historic  sites  very  poorly  even  though 
they  made  up  half  of  the  data  points.  This  shows  clearfy  the  importance  of  the  soil  classification 
data  in  prec^tlng  historic  sites.  As  indicated  earlier,  these  layers  were  not  available  when  the 
CERL  model  was  created. 


Predictions  f(w  the  Delivery  Order  10  Survey 

ConverUrig  the  predictive  models  into  predictions  concerning  how  many  sites  should  be 
found  is  not  straightforward.  The  model  only  ranks  areas  on  their  potential  to  contain  sites.  It 
does  not  draw  the  boundaries  and  count  the  sites  for  us.  The  model  also  can  be  used  to  compare 
two  blocks  and  Indicate  which  have  the  potential  to  contain  more  sites.  Figure  15  enlarges  the 
predictive  model  for  prehistoric  sites  shown  in  Figure  9  for  the  Deliveiy  Order  10  survey  area. 
Although  the  "Very  L^'  category  makes  up  about  14  percent  of  the  post,  no  areas  in  the  D.O.  10 
survey  are  placed  in  this  category.  Secondfy.  onfy  7  percent  of  the  post  is  classified  as  "High” 
whereas  about  14  percent  of  the  D.  O.  10  surv^  area  is  so  classified.  The  "High"  areas  do  not 
spread  over  large  portions  of  the  survey  area  which  would  suggest  that  these  areas  should  be 
potential  llthic  resource  areas.  Instead,  they  cluster  along  the  Leon  River. 

Figure  16  enlarges  the  predictive  model  for  historic  sites  shown  in  Figure  11  for  the 
Delivery  Order  10  surv^  area.  Whereas  the  prehistoric  predictive  model  suggested  that  the 
survey  area  should  have  higher  than  average  site  densities,  the  historic  model  suggests  average 
or  lower  than  average  site  densities.  Less  than  one  percent  of  the  area  is  classified  as  having 
"High”  site  potential  (as  compared  with  the  overall  value  for  the  post  of  four  percent).  Most  of  the 
surv^  area  (67  percent)  has  "Low"  potential  for  historic  sites.  These  general  predictions  accord 
well  with  the  survey  results.  The  prehistoric  site  density  was  2.08  sltes/km’^  as  compared  with 
an  average  density  for  all  previously  surveyed  areas  of  1.32  sites/km^.  Historic  site  density  was 
0.88  sltes/km‘  as  compared  with  an  average  denslfy  for  all  previously  surveyed  areas  of  1.45 
sltes/km^. 
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Prehistoric  Sites 


Comparison  of  CERL  and  TAMU  Models 

Probability  of  Site  Location 


Predictive  Modei  Category 


Figure  13.  Comparison  of  CERL  and  TAMU  Predictive  Models  for  Prehistoric  Sites. 


Historic  Sites 

Comparison  of  CERL  and  TAMU  Models 

Probability  of  Site  Location 


1-2  3-4  5-6  7-8  9-10  11-12  13-14  15-16  17-18  19-20 

Predictive  Model  Category 


Figure  14.  Comparison  of  CERL  and  TAMU  Predictive  Models  for  Historic  Sites. 
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Figure  15.  Predictive  Model  for  Prehistonc  ^tes  along  the  Northeastern  Perimeter. 
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Filgure  16.  Predictive  Model  for  Historic  Sites  along  the  Northeastern  Perimeter. 
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CONCLUSIONS 


The  development  of  predictive  models  using  the  existing  GRASS  layers  clearly 
demonstrates  the  potential  for  this  anafydcal  technique.  The  models  developed  here  are  useable 
and  useful.  More  testing  is  needed  to  compare  prechctlons  and  results  for  each  survey  project. 
Refinement  of  the  existing  models  would  also  be  veicy  desirable.  The  limitations  of  the  current 
models  probably  could  be  overcome  by  refining  the  models  in  two  ways.  First,  the  prehistoric  and 
historic  sites  should  be  separated  by  site  type  and  separate  model  developed  for  each.  For  the 
prehistoric  sites  that  may  require  some  additional  digitizing  to  locate  burned  rock  mounds  and 
rockshelters  accurately  within  the  laiger  sites  of  which  they  are  a  part.  Historic  predictions 
probabty  can  be  Increased  by  focusing  on  the  development  of  a  predictive  model  for  domestic 
dwellings  and  faim/ranch  sites.  Secondly,  refinement  of  the  base  data  in  the  system  would  lead 
to  better  predictions.  Replacement  of  the  existing  elevation  data  with  data  gathered  at  50-m 
intervals  would  Improve  the  data  for  elevation,  slope,  aspect,  and  the  boundaries  of  the  drainages. 
The  current  stream  layers  are  too  crude  to  allow  difierent  kinds  of  streams  to  be  distinguished 
from  one  another.  Simply  re-digitizing  these  data  to  Include  stream  categories  on  existing  maps 
would  be  helpful. 
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RBCOIOIENDATIONS  AND  CONCLUSIONS 


The  future  research  potential  of  these  sites  and  their  potential  eligibility  for  listing  on  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  have  been  preliminarily  evaluated  as  follows;  those  sites  with 

substantial  research  potential - one  prehistoric;  those  sites  which  require  subsurface  testing 

and/or  documentary  and  Informant  research  to  adequate^  assess  research  potential - 35 

prehistoric  and  9  historic;  and  those  sites  which  appear  to  have  limited  research  potential - 18 

prehistoric  and  14  historic.  Individual  site  assessments  are  discussed  in  ^pendlces  I  (prehistoric 
sites)  and  II  (historic  sites). 


srrc  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Sites  recorded  during  the  Delivery  Order  No.  10  survey  were  evaluated  for  significance 
based  on  the  survey  level  data  provided  by  the  field  crew.  National  Ri^ister  of  Historic  Places 
eligibility  criterion  (d) — [sites]  that  have  yielded,  or  may  be  Ukety  to  yield,  information  important 
in  prehistory  or  history  (36CFR60.6) — ^was  used  as  a  basis  for  evaluating  significance. 

The  development  of  specific  cultural  conterds  or  problem  domains  for  the  Fort  Hood  locality 
Is  underway.  Once  fully  developed,  th^  may  be  used  to  generate  specific,  testable  research 
questions  and  serve  as  the  basis  for  determining  site  significance  within  criterion  (d)  above.  Until 
then,  recommendations  are  based  on  an  Implicit  set  of  research  questions  that  Involve  such 
traditional  archaeological  concerns  as  chronology,  subsistence,  envirorunental  change,  site  type 
and  function,  and  geographic  location. 

All  sites  for  both  surveys  were  classified  by  environmental  zone,  site  type,  and  temporal 
period.  Tables  20  and  21  give  the  frequency  and  percent  of  all  sites  recorded  during  the  Delivery 
Order  No.  10  survQr  by  environmental  zone,  site  type,  and  components  for  prehistoric  and  historic 
sites,  respective^.  Additionally,  recommendations  regarding  each  site’s  significance  are  given  in 
Table  22.  They  are  divided  Into  three  groups:  (1)  those  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National 
Register  based  on  present  data;  (2)  those  considered  potential^  eligible  based  on  present 
knowledge,  but  require  additional  work;  and  (3)  those  that  do  not  appear  to  be  eligible  based  on 
current  Information. 

It  Is  seen  In  Tables  20  and  2 1  that  half  of  all  sites  are  recommended  for  additional  work 
or  appear  to  have  research  potential.  Of  these,  however,  slight^  over  63%  of  the  prehistoric  sites 
are  deemed  either  eligible  or  potentially  eligible,  while  only  39%  of  the  historic  sites  are  so  Judged. 
For  those  prehistoric  sites  that  require  further  evaluation,  testing,  either  by  formal  excavation 
units  and/or  shovel  probes,  will  be  necessary.  For  the  historic  sites,  a  combination  of 
archival/oral  history  with  possible  field  testing  may  be  necessary  in  some  cases. 


DISCUSSION  AND  CONCLUSIONS 

Anafysls  of  knapping  debris  from  a  surface  concentration  of  lithics  at  site  41CV1540 
suggests  that  relatively  discrete  activity  areas  may  be  preserved  on  some  surfaces  at  Fort  Hood. 
The  anafysls  demonstrated  that  two  different  types  of  chert  were  being  made  into  tools.  One 
material  was  belrig  roughed  out  Into  a  early  stage  blface.  presumabfy  for  further  thlnnlrig  and 
shaping  later.  The  other  material  was  nearing  completion.  Since  different  chert  types  were 
involved,  the  early  stage  material  may  be  local.  'The  later  stage  material  seems  to  represent  a 
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Table  20.  Distribution  of  Prehistoric  Sites  by  Environmental  Zone, 
Site  Type,  and  Temporal  Period  for  Dellveiy  Order  No.  10  Survey. 


Environmental 

Zone 

Total  Sites 

Percent 

Sites  In 
Groups  1&2 

Percent 

Lowland 

22 

40.74 

19 

54.29 

Intermediate  Upland 

23 

42.59 

14 

40.00 

Upland 

9 

16.67 

3 

8.57 

Total 

54 

100.00 

35 

100.00 

Site  Type 

Total  Sites 

Percent 

Sites  In 
Groups  1&2 

Percent 

Middens 

5 

9.26 

5 

14.29 

Burned  Rock  Scatter 
with  Lithics 

11 

20.37 

10 

28.57 

Lithlc  Scatter 

25 

46.30 

10 

28.57 

Lithic  Procurement  Sites 

7 

12.96 

4 

11.43 

Rockshelters 

1 

1.85 

1 

2.86 

Others 

5 

9.26 

5 

154.29 

Total 

54 

100.00 

35 

100.00 

Chronological 

Placement 

Total  Sites 

Percent 

Sites  in 
Groups  1&2 

Percent 

Late  Paleolndian/ 

Earfy  Archaic 

2 

7.14 

2 

8.00 

Earfy  Archaic 

7 

25.00 

4 

16.00 

Middle  Archaic 

6 

21.43 

5 

20.00 

Late  Archaic 

4 

14.29 

3 

12.00 

Terminal  Archaic 

6 

21.43 

4 

16.00 

Austin  Phase 

3 

10.71 

3 

12.00 

Unknown 

38 

25 

Total  Known  Components 

28 

100.00 

21 

100.00 

preform  which  was  carried  to  the  site  and  refined  there.  Although  we  do  not  know  when  this 
happened  and  cannot  be  certain  that  both  materials  were  worked  during  the  same  occupation, 
the  analysis  gives  us  something  to  use  when  comparing  knapping  techniques  at  other  sites.  As 
we  learn  more  about  how  to  classify  raw  material  types  on  Ae  post,  we  can  b^ln  to  identify 
networks  to  show  where  and  how  far  people  traveled  to  get  the  materials  they  used  for  stone  tools. 

Two  new  predictive  models  have  also  been  developed  for  Fort  Hood.  Both  models  provide 
reasonable  predictions  and  can  be  used  for  a  number  of  purposes.  In  a  qualitative  sense,  the 
models  predicted  a  higher  than  average  number  of  prehistoric  sites  and  a  lower  than  average 
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Table  2 1 .  Distribution  of  Historic  Sites  by  Environmental  Zone. 
Site  Type,  and  Temporal  Period  for  Dellveiy  Order  No.  10  Survey. 


Environmental 

Zone 

Total  Sites 

Percent 

Sites  In 
Groups  1&2 

Percent 

Lowland 

6 

26.09 

2 

22.22 

Intermediate  Upland 

17 

73.91 

4 

44.44 

Upland 

0 

0.00 

3 

33.33 

Total 

23 

100.00 

9 

100.00 

Site  Type 

Total  Sites 

Percent 

Sites  in 
Groups  1&2 

Percent 

Domestic  Dwelling 

1 

4.35 

1 

11.11 

Farm/Ranch  Complex 

15 

65.21 

7 

77.78 

Cemetery 

1 

4.35 

1 

11.11 

Isolated  Structures/ Areas 

4 

17.39 

0 

0.00 

Special  Purpose  Sites 

1 

4.35 

0 

0.00 

Unknown 

1 

4.35 

0 

0.00 

Total 

23 

100.00 

9 

100.00 

Chronological 

Placement 

Total  Comp. 

Percent 

Comp,  in 
Groups  1&2 

Percent 

1850-1879 

3 

37.50 

2 

40.00 

1880-1929 

4 

50.00 

2 

40.00 

1930-1953 

1 

12.50 

1 

20.00 

1954-Present 

0 

0.00 

0 

0.00 

Unknown 

18 

7 

Total  Components 

26 

100.00 

12 

100.00 

number  of  historic  sites.  Both  predictions  were  correct.  Comparing  the  predictive  models  to  the 
results  of  surveys  conducted  from  1978  to  1989  on  the  post  will  make  It  possible  to  quantify  these 
predictions.  The  most  Interesting  feature  of  the  models  Is  how  different  the  historic  and 
prehistoric  models  were.  While  distance  to  chert  resources  was  the  most  important  predictor  for 
prehistoric  sites,  soil  characteristics  were  the  most  important  predictor  for  historic  sites.  While 
the  differences  were  to  be  expected,  models  which  did  not  Identify  these  differences  in  settlement 
strategy  would  have  been  suspect.  Refinement  of  the  basis  data  at  Fort  Hood  should  lead  to  more 
refined  models.  It  would  also  be  useful  to  develop  models  for  specific  site  types  and  specific  time 
periods.  In  the  mean  time,  approxlmatefy  70%  of  the  sites  at  Fort  Hood  can  be  predicted  by 
Identifying  areas  on  the  predictive  map  layers  belonging  to  category  1 1  or  higher. 
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Tabte22.  Sutmnaiy  of  Recommendatkatt  for  Delivery  Order  10  Sttes. 


41CV1505 


El4{0)le~Prehi»iHlc  Sttes 


PotenttsUy  BHg>Wr"Ririiistortc  Sttes 

41CV00Q2 

41CV1478 

41CV1494 

41CV1510 

41CV1S26 

41CV0579 

41CV1479 

41CV1495 

41CV1S11 

41CV1527 

41CV0580 

41CV1480 

41CV1496 

41CV1512 

41CV1531 

41CV0601 

41CV14S2 

41CV1S01 

41CV1515 

41CV1533 

41CV1471 

41CV1485 

41CV1506 

41CV1516 

41CV1S36 

41CV1472 

41CVfl487 

41CV1507 

41CV1517 

41CV1540 

41CV1473 

41CV1483 

41CV1500 

41CV1S22 

41CV1543 

Not  EUglbfe— Prehistortc  Sttes 

41BL0967 

41CV1477 

41CV1492 

41CV1524 

4iCV1541 

41CVQ271 

41CV1483 

41CV1489 

41CV1528 

41CV1542 

41CV1376 

41CV148Q 

41CV1S04 

41CV1530 

41CV14e9 

41CVi4gO 

41CV1508 

41CV1538 

Potenttaily  Eligible— Historic  Sites 

41CV0600 

41CV1484 

41CV1514 

41CV1534 

41CV1476 

41CV1470 

41CV1500 

41CV1532 

41CV1535 

Not  Eligible-Historic  Sttes 

41CV0574 

41CV1474 

41CV1497 

41CV1503 

41CV1525 

41CV0617 

41CV1481 

41CV1498 

41CV1513 

41CV1538 

41CV0953 

41CV1486 

41CV1502 

41CV1520 
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snm:  4iBLoae7 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Interaiedlate  upland 

LANDFORM:  Outlier 

ELEVATION:  300  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  200  metera 

AREA:  5.000  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area  (25-50%  canopy  closure) 

SITE  TYPE;  Burned  rock  scatter  with  Uthlcs 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  thin  lithlc  scatter  with  a  fair  to  naxlerate 
amount  of  hre-cracked  rock.  Fire-cracked  limestone  could  be  possible  dispersed  hearths  or  recent 
army  campfires.  No  ecofacts  observed,  and  fire  burned  rock  density  is  medium  (limestone). 
Artifact  density  Is  low.  and  artifacts  observed  Include  a  Pedemales  dart  point  fiagpient.  flakes  with 
retouch,  flakes,  and  chips.  A  total  of  two  dart  bases  was  collected;  the  second  is  untyped.  The 
site  is  reported  to  be  in  poor  condition  with  80%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion  and  point 
collecting.  The  diagnostic  artifacts  of  this  site  indicate  a  chronology  of  Middle  Archaic  for  this  site. 
No  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  Site  was  recorded  as  a  thin  scatter  of  lithlcs  with 
fire-cracked  rock  present.  Because  of  the  poor  condition  of  the  site  and  the  surfidal  nature  oi  the 
site,  it  appears  to  have  limited  potential  for  providing  information  relevant  to  the  prehistory  of 
Central  Texas.  No  further  work  is  recommended  and  the  site  is  not  eligible  for  the  National 
Register. 


SITE:  41CV0092 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  Outlier 

ELEVATION:  720  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE);  200  meters 

AREA:  29.200  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area  (50-75%  canopy  closure) 

SITE  TYPE:  Lithlc  scatter/procurement  area 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  large  lithlc  scatter  on  the  upper  slopes  of  a  point 
of  land  overlooking  the  Leon  River  and  Henson  Creek.  All  stages  of  tool  manufacture  are 
represented  with  an  abundance  of  secondary  and  tertiary  flakes,  some  thermal^  altered.  Debitage 
is  concentrated  along  the  upper  slopes,  and  several  concentrations  of  blfaces  and  scrapers  occur 
within  this  area.  Ecofacts  observed  Include  mussel  shell.  Artifact  density  is  high,  and  observed 
artifacts  include  Types  1.  n.  and  in  blfaces.  drill  bases,  a  retouched  flake,  a  side  scraper,  an  end 
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scraper,  cores,  many  hammerstones,  and  flakes.  The  onfy  material  collected  was  a  groundstone 
quartzite  cobble.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  In  good  condition  with  50%  of  the  surface  area  affected 
by  local  coUectors,  erosion  and  modem  military  activities.  The  chronology  of  this  site  is  unknown. 
Four  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  In  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  is  a  lithic  prociuement  and  knapping  area 
consisting  of  a  large  lithic  scatter  overlooking  the  Leon  River  and  Henson  Creek.  Because  the 
surveyors  noted  that  the  entire  tool  manufacturing  sequence  is  represented  and  artifact  density 
is  high,  further  testing  is  recommended  and  the  site  is  potential^  eligible  for  the  National  Roister. 


SITE:  41CV0271 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  Outlier 

ELEVATION:  760  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  240  meters 

AREA:  90,900  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area 

SITE  TYPE:  Lithic  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  thin  lithic  scatter  intermixed  with  a  large  and 
dense  chert/gravel  outcrop.  Much  material  appears  to  be  tested  but  is  likely  non-cultural 
"tankofacts".  Much  of  the  chert  has  been  thermal^  altered  by  recent  grass  fires.  No  ecoiacts  were 
observed,  and  burned  rock  density  is  light  (grassfires).  Artifact  density  is  low,  and  artifacts 
observed  Include  Type  I  and  II  bifaces,  blanks,  a  side  scraper,  a  chopper,  flakes,  and  chips.  No 
artifacts  were  collected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  poor  condition  with  75%  of  the  surface  area 
affected  by  erosion,  military  activities,  and  road  construction.  The  chronology  of  this  site  is 
unknown.  Two  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  This  Site  is  a  thin  lithic  scatter,  probabfy  the  result 
of  modem  military  maneuvers.  Because  of  the  artificial  nature  of  the  site,  it  appears  to  have 
limited  potential  for  providing  information  relevant  to  the  prehistory  of  Central  Texas.  No  further 
work  is  recommended  and  the  site  is  not  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 


SITE:  41CV0579 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 

LANDFORM:  Primary  terrace 

ELEVATION:  700  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  0  meters 

AREA:  162.5  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 
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SITE  TYPE:  Burned  rock  scatter  with  Uthlcs 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  material  eroding  out  of  the  southern  bank  of  the 
Leon  River.  The  onfy  ecofacts  observed  were  mussel  shells,  and  a  light  density  of  burned  rock  was 
noted.  Artifact  density  Is  low  and  observed  artifacts  include  two  dart  pomts.  flakes  and  chips. 
The  only  material  collected  were  the  two  dart  points,  a  Dari  and  a  Pedemales.  The  site  Is  reported 
to  be  In  poor  condition  with  80%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion  eind  collecting.  One  shovel 
test  was  excavated  to  a  depth  of  75  cm.  It  contained  onfy  two  pieces  of  mussel  shell  at  a  depth 
of  30-45  cm.  The  diagnostic  artifacts  coUected  indicate  a  chronology  of  Middle  Archaic  and 
Transitional  Archaic  for  this  site.  This  is  the  only  prehistoric  site  found  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  is  highly  eroded  and  located  on  a  steep  cut- 
bank.  However,  intact  cultural  deposits  are  likely  and  testing  in  recommended.  Until  that  time, 
it  should  be  considered  potentially  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 


SITE:  41CV0S80 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  General  slope 

ELEVATION:  710  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  10  meters 

AREA:  1,375  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Thick  brush 

SITE  TYPE:  Burned  rock  scatter  with  Uthlcs 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  dense  scatter  of  Uthlcs,  fire  cracked  rocks,  and 
mussel  sheU,  located  on  a  terrace  of  the  Leon  River.  Ecofacts  observed  Include  charcoal,  bone  and 
mussel  shell,  and  burned  rock  density  is  medium.  Artifact  density  is  high,  and  observed  artifacts 
Include  a  retouched  flake,  a  core,  flakes,  chips  and  a  one-sided  ground  stone  fragment.  Cultural 
deposits  (sheU,  fire-cracked  rocks)  are  present  in  the  south  waU  of  the  pothole  which  abuts  the 
beise  of  an  intermediate  upland  slope.  No  artifacts  were  coUected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in 
poor  condition  with  60%  of  the  surface  affected  by  pothunter  holes  and  road  construction.  The 
chronology  of  this  site  is  unknown.  Four  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  is  exposed  by  a  pothunter’s  pothole  and 
consists  of  a  Uthic  scatter  with  burned  rock.  Intact  deposits  are  present  in  the  south  waU  of  the 
pothole.  Although  much  of  the  site  has  been  disturbed,  further  testing  is  recommended  and  the 
site  is  potentlaUy  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 


SITE:  41CV0601 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 
LANDFORM:  OuUler 
ELEVATION:  745  feet 
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Figure  17.  View  of  Military  "Foxhole"  Impacting  Site  41CV0601. 


NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  260  meters 
AREA;  1 6 . 1 00  square  meters 

VEGET'ATION;  Wooded  area  (50-75%  canopy  closure) 

SITE  TYPE:  Lithic  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  large  lithic  scatter  overlooking  the  Leon  River. 
Ecofacts  observed  include  shell,  and  burned  rock  density  is  light.  Artifact  density  is  high  zmd 
observed  artifacts  include  a  Clear  Fork  tool,  a  biface,  a  BuLverde  dart  point,  a  retouched  flake,  a 
side  scraper,  a  core,  a  chopper,  flakes,  and  ground  stone.  Material  collected  include  flakes,  the 
Clear  Fork  tool,  and  the  Bulverde  dart  point.  Three  shovel  tests  were  excavated  on  the  site.  One 
contained  1 1  flakes  and  another  2 1  flakes  extending  to  45  cm.  A  shovel  test  yielded  27  unbumed 
flakes  and  5  burned  flakes.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  good  condition  with  40%  of  the  surface 
area  affected  by  foxhole  digging  road  construction  (Figure  16).  The  diagnostic  artifacts  collected 
Indicate  a  chronology  of  Early  Archciic  for  this  site.  No  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  in  the  same 
quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  is  a  lithic  scatter  overlooking  the  Leon  River 
with  both  ecofacts  and  diagnostic  artifacts.  The  site  is  in  good  condition  and  shovel  testing  by  the 
surveyors  Indicate  that  cultural  material  is  present.  Testing  of  the  site  is  recommended  and  it  is 
potentially  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 
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8ITB:  41CV1S76 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE;  Intermediate  upland 
LANDFORM:  OuUier 
ELEVATION;  765  feet 

NEAREST  WATORpISTANCE);  1.820  meters 
AREA  16,800  square  meters 
VEGETATION;  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 
SrrETYPE;  Uthlc  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY;  This  site  consists  of  a  very  thin  Uthlc  scatter  (most  are  non-cultural 
due  to  tank  traffic)  and  possible  procurement  area.  No  ecofacts  were  observed.  Artifact  density 
is  low  to  none,  and  no  artifacts  were  observed.  The  condition  of  the  site  is  reported  to  be  poor  with 
60%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion  and  mlUtary  tank  traffic.  The  chronology  of  this  site 
is  unknown.  No  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS;  This  site  consists  of  a  very  thin  Uthlc  scatter, 
probably  caused  by  tank  traffic.  The  surveyors  noted  that  if  the  previous  survey  (FIN  1943)  hadn't 
found  a  point,  they  would  not  have  recorded  It  Because  this  Is  probably  an  "arUficlal"  site  created 
by  modem  mlUtary  traffic.  It  appears  to  have  limited  potential  for  providing  information  relevant 
to  the  prehistory  of  Central  Texas.  It  is  not  eligible  for  the  National  Register  and  no  further  work 
is  recommended. 


SITE:  41CV14e9 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE;  Lowland 
ANDFORM;  Terrace 
ELEVATION;  745  feet 
NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE);  600  meters 
AREA  4.900  square  meters 
VEGETATION;  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 
SITE 'TYPE;  Uthlc  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY;  This  site  consists  of  Uthlc  scatter  on  the  surface  and  Uthlcs  eroding 
out  of  and  Into  a  disturbed  area.  No  ecofacts  w^  noted.  Artifact  density  is  low  with  the  majority 
located  in  the  depression.  Observed  artifacts  were  cores,  a  retouched  flake,  a  Type  I  biface,  and 
a  unlface  scraper.  Material  collected  include  the  Type  I  biface  and  unlface  scraper.  The  site  is 
reported  to  be  in  poor  condition  with  80%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion  and  plowing.  The 
chronology  of  this  site  is  unknown.  Three  negative  shovel  tests  were  excavated.  Three  other 
prehistoric  sites  occur  in  the  same  quad. 
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ASSE^MENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  This  site  consists  of  a  surficial  lithic  scatter  eroding 
out  of  and  into  a  disturbed  area.  This  site  appears  to  have  limited  potential  for  providing 
information  relevant  to  the  prehistory  of  Central  Texas.  The  thin,  disturbed,  and  erodliig  condition 
of  the  llthlcs  and  poor  condition  of  the  site  severe^  limits  its  research  potential  in  comparison  to 
other  sites  within  the  Fort  Hood  Military  Installation.  No  further  work  is  recommended. 


SITE:  41CV1471 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 

LANDFORM:  Terrace 

ELEVATION:  735  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  0  meters 

AREA:  75  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 

SITE  TYPE:  Midden 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  Site  is  located  on  a  cut-bank  south  of  Turnover  Creek 
approximately  and  5  meters  up  from  the  creek  bed  and  consists  of  a  single  hearth  of  burned 
limestone,  a  few  mussel  shells,  and  thermally  altered  chert  flakes.  Ecofacts  observed  were  the 
mussel  shells  and  charcoal,  and  burned  rock  density  is  heavy.  Artifact  density  is  low  and 
observed  artifacts  include  chips,  and  flakes.  No  artifacts  were  collected  but  soil  samples  and 
charcoal  were  collected  for  possible  dating  purposes  in  the  future.  The  site  is  listed  in  poor 
condition  with  65%  of  the  site  destroyed  due  to  erosion  by  flooding.  The  chronology  of  this  site 
is  unknown.  Three  other  prehistoric  sites  were  found  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  This  site  was  described  by  the  surveyors  as  a  hearth 
of  burned  limestone  eroding  into  Turnover  Creek.  Because  the  site  is  in  extreme  danger  of 
eroding,  additional  testing  in  recommended  to  determine  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  site.  The 
site  is  considered  to  be  potentially  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 


SITE:  41CV1472 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 
LANDFORM:  Secondary  Terrace 
ELEVATION:  735  feet 
NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  70  meters 
AREA:  5.800  square  meters 
VEGETATION:  Grassland  with  scattered  trees 
SITE  TYPE:  Midden 
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DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  Is  an  open  campsite  whose  western  boundary  Is  cut  off  at  a 
small  dirt  road,  and  consists  of  a  midden  with  ecposure  cd  chert  flakes,  burned  limestone  and 
mussel  shells  due  to  pothimters  holes.  This  site  seons  to  be  associated  with  a  series  of  sites 
along  the  terrace.  Ecofacts  observed  were  shell  and  bone,  and  a  medium  concentration  of  burned 
rock  was  present.  Artifact  density  Is  high  and  observed  artifacts  Include  chert  flakes  and  chips, 
a  retouched  flake,  a  side  scraper,  and  a  metate.  The  onty  artifact  collected  was  the  metate.  A 
shovel  test  yielded  10  unburned  flakes  and  1  burned  flake.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  In  fair 
condition  with  40%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  pothunting  and  erosion.  One  shovel  test  was 
excavated  to  depth  of  41  cm.  The  chronology  of  tWs  site  is  unknown.  Three  other  prehistoric 
sites  were  found  In  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  Is  an  excellent  prehistoric  campsite  with  a 
depth  of  approximately  50  cm.  that  Is  moderate^  damaged  by  pothunting  and  some  erosion.  The 
backdlrt  from  the  pothunters  revealed  Uthlcs.  mussel  shell,  burned  limestone,  a  graver  a  rough 
side  scraper  and  a  metate.  Additional  testing  and  excavation  is  recommended  and  the  site  is 
potentlalty  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 


SITE:  41CV1473 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 

LANDFORM:  Secondary  Terrace 

ELEVATION:  740  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  300  meters 

AREA:  28.400  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 

SITE  TYPE:  Burned  rock  scatter  with  lithics 

DE^SCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  The  site  consists  of  and  open  campsite  which  contains  4  lithlc 
concentration  areas  and  2  burned  rock  scatters.  Uthic  reduction  might  have  been  occurring  due 
to  the  presence  of  various  stages  of  flake  production.  The  majority  of  materials  was  exposed  In 
erosional  scars.  Mussel  shell  was  the  only  ecofact  noted,  and  a  medium  density  of  burned  rock 
was  observed.  Artifact  density  Is  medium  and  observed  artifacts  Include  flakes  and  chips,  a 
retouched  flake,  a  side  scraper,  one  untyped  dart  point,  a  Pedewales  dart  point,  and  a  graver. 
The  condition  of  the  site  was  fair  with  75%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion,  collecting,  and 
road  construction.  The  two  dart  points  were  collected.  The  diagnostic  artifact  collected  indicate 
a  chronology  of  the  Middle  Archaic  for  this  site.  Three  other  prehistoric  sites  were  found  In  the 
same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  This  Is  an  open  campsite  with  burned  rock  scatters 
and  lithlc  concentrations  with  a  depth  of  approximately  30  cm.  Much  of  the  Uthic  material  Is 
exposed  in  erosional  scars  and  has  good  potential  for  Intact  buried  deposits.  Additional  testing 
and  excavation  Is  recommended  and  the  site  is  potentially  eligible  for  the  National  Roister. 


SITE:  41CV1477 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 


71 


LANDFORM:  Outlier 


ELEVATION:  735  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  200  meters 

AREA:  28,400  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area 

SITE  TYPE:  Lithlc  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  large  lithlc  scatter  which  begins  on  a  knoll  and 
erodes  down  slope  to  the  second  terrace.  This  site  Is  also  located  on  the  same  landfoim  as  historic 
site  4 1CV600.  Ecofacts  observed  consists  of  mussel  shells,  and  a  light  density  of  brmied  rock  was 
noted.  Artifact  density  is  medium  and  observed  artifacts  Include  chips,  flakes,  a  retouched  flake, 
a  burin,  and  a  chopper.  A  dart  point  Identified  as  a  Marcos  was  collected.  The  site  is  reported  to 
be  in  fair  condition  with  60%  of  the  surface  area  affected  tty  road  construction,  erosion,  and  tank 
damage.  One  sterile  shovel  test  pit  was  excavated.  The  diagnostic  artifact  collected  Indicate  that 
a  chronology  of  Late  to  Transitional  Archaic  for  this  site.  This  Is  the  onty  prehlstonc  site  found 
In  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  Because  the  site  Is  onty  a  surface  scatter  of  llthlcs. 
It  appears  to  have  limited  potential  for  providing  Information  relevant  to  the  prehistory  of  Central 
Texas.  The  site  is  not  considered  eligible  for  the  National  Register  and  no  further  woric  is 
rectxnmended. 


8ITB:  41CV1478 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 
LANDFX)RM:  Primary  terrace 
ELEVATION:  705  feet 
NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  0  meters 
AREA:  1.100  square  meters 
VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 
SITE  TYPE:  Burned  rock  scatter  with  Uthlcs 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  Thb  site  consists  of  cultural  materials  eroding  out  of  a  zone  a  cut- 
bank  of  Turnover  Creek.  Most  of  the  artifacts  are  Intact  with  sterile  material  above  and  below. 
Ecofacts  observed  Include  deer  bone,  charcoal,  and  mussel  shell,  and  a  medium  density  of  burned 
rock  was  observed.  Artifact  density  is  medium  and  observed  artifacts  Include  a  chopper  and 
flakes  and  chips.  Material  collected  include  4  teeth,  1  bone,  and  a  charcoal  sample.  The  site  Is 
reported  to  be  In  poor  condition  with  60%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion.  The  field  crew 
repented  that  the  site  too  deep  to  test  adequatety  Ity  shovel  tesdrig.  The  chronology  of  this  site 
Is  unknown.  Two  other  prehistoric  sites  were  located  in  the  same  quad. 
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ASSE^SSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  TTie  site  consists  of  a  Uthlc  and  burned  rock  scatter 
eroding  out  of  a  cut-bank  of  T<jmover  Creek  and  appears  to  be  intact  and  ncA  a  flood  deposit  site. 
The  depth  of  the  deposit  is  two  meters  and  impractical  for  shovel  testing.  Additional  tratliig  is 
recommended  and  the  site  is  potentially  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 


SITE:  41CV1479 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 

LANDFORM:  Primary  terrace 

ELEVATION:  700  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  0  meters 

AREA*  500  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 

SITE  TYPE:  Burned  rock  scatter  with  Uthics 

DE^SCRIPnVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  campsite  and  Uthlc  scatter  erodiiig  out  of  the 
cut-bank  at  Turnover  creek.  A  slab  lined  hearth  is  just  beginning  to  be  eroded  by  a  small  gully 
that  drains  into  Turnover  Creek.  Burned  rock  is  coming  out  at  different  depths  which  indicate 
that  this  is  a  multicomponent  site.  Ecofacts  observed  include  charcoal,  and  mussel  shell,  and  a 
light  density  of  burned  rock  was  noted.  Artifact  density  is  low  and  observed  artifacts  include  a 
core  and  flakes.  A  charcoal  sample  was  collected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  fair  condition  with 
60%  of  the  surface  area  affected  erosion  and  root  activity.  One  sterile  shovel  test  was 
excavated.  The  chronology  of  this  site  is  unknown.  Two  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  in  the  same 
quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  This  is  a  multicomponent  site  with  Intact  deposits 
of  approximate^  three  meters.  Testing  in  recommended  because  of  the  nature  of  the  intact 
deposits  and  the  site  is  potentially  eligible  for  the  National  Roister. 


SITE:  41CV1480 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 

LANDFDRM:  Primary  terrace 

ELEVATION:  700  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  0  meters 

AREA  300  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 

SITE  TYPE:  Lens 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  is  a  15  centimeter  thick  lens  of  various  material  4  feet  below 
present  ground  surface.  The  lens  is  approodmatefy  15  centimeters  thick  and  extends  3  meters 


73 


horizontally.  The  site  may  extend  to  the  east  but  Its  too  deep  to  shovel  test.  The  ecofacts 
observed  include  charcoal  and  mussel  shell  and  a  light  density  of  burned  rock.  No  artifacts  are 
present  at  the  site.  The  condition  of  the  site  Is  poor  with  60%  of  the  surface  affected  by  erosion 
and  by  casual  visitors  (fishermen).  The  site  is  reportedly  too  deep  to  shovel  test.  The  chronology 
of  this  site  Is  unknown.  TWo  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  In  the  same  quad. 

ASSE^SSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  consists  of  a  lens  of  ecofacts  approximately 
four  feet  below  the  ground  surface  along  a  cut-bank  on  the  Leon  River.  Because  the  site  most 
llkey  extends  further  to  the  east  and  the  possibility  of  Intact  cultural  deposits  are  Ukey.  further 
testing  Is  recommended  and  the  site  Is  potentially  eligible  for  the  National  Roister. 

SITE:  41CV1482 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 

LANDFORM:  Primary  terrace 

ELEVATION:  700  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  25  meters 

AREIA:  550  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 

SITE  TYPE:  Burned  rock  scatter  with  lithics 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  The  site  consists  of  a  burned  rock  scatter  containing  lithics.  Mussel 
shell  was  the  only  ecofact  observed  and  burned  rock  density  Is  light.  Artifact  density  is  low.  and 
observed  artifacts  Include  a  small  projectile  point,  flakes,  and  ground  stone.  Material  collected 
include  the  Scallom  projectile  point  and  the  ground  stone.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  good 
condition  with  40%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion.  One  shovel  test,  which  was  excavated 
to  a  depth  of  60  cm.  contained  a  few  pieces  of  mussel  shell.  The  diagnostic  artifact  collected 
indicate  a  chronology  of  the  Austin  phase  for  this  site.  One  other  prehistoric  site  occurs  in  the 
same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  survey  Indicated  that  this  Is  a  burned  rock 
scatter  with  lithics  exposed  by  a  cut-bank  by  the  Leon  River.  A  shovel  test  five  meters  from  the 
edge  of  the  cut-bank  jdelded  mussel  shell  and  fire-cracked  rock  suggesting  the  presence  of  Intact 
cultural  deposits.  Due  to  the  good  condition  of  the  site  and  the  presence  of  diagnostic  artifacts, 
further  testing  is  recommended  and  the  site  is  potentiaiy  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 

SITE:  41CV1483 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  Outlier 

ELEVATION:  740  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  260  meters 
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AREA:  1.400  square  meters 
VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 
SITE  TYPE:  Uthic  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  The  site  consists  of  a  veiy  diffuse  scatter  of  Uthics  exposed  In  the  walls 
of  an  old  sand|y  clay  borrow  pit.  road  cuts,  and  cattle  trails.  No  ecofacts  were  observed.  Artifact 
density  Is  low.  and  observed  artifacts  include  Type  1  and  in  blfaces.  flakes  with  retouch,  and 
flakes.  No  artifacts  were  collected.  The  condition  of  the  site  was  reported  to  be  poor  with  80%  of 
the  surface  area  affected  by  a  borrow  pit.  The  chronology  of  the  site  is  unknown.  One  other 
prehistonc  site  occurs  In  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  survey  indicates  that  the  site  has  a  low  density 
of  artifacts  and  no  ecofacts.  Because  of  the  poor  condition  of  the  site  due  to  the  borrow  pit  and 
erosion,  it  appears  to  have  limited  potential  for  providing  information  relevant  to  the  prehistory 
of  Central  Texas.  Therefore  the  site  is  not  eligible  for  the  National  Register  and  no  further  work 
is  recommended. 


SITE:  41CV148S 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  Outlier 

ELEVATION:  725  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  200  meters 

AREA:  13.100  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Grassland  with  scattered  trees 

SITE  TYPE:  Uthic  scatter /procurement  area 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  The  site  consists  of  a  diffuse  surface  Uthic  scatter  with  at  least  two 
areas  of  concentration.  No  ecofacts  were  observed.  Uthics  are  exposed  on  the  surface  and  also 
along  the  tops  of  the  sides  of  a  natural  drainage  that  has  been  enlarged  by  borrowing  activities. 
Abundant  gravels  and  the  presence  of  tested  cobbles  suggests  the  site  was  a  locus  for  Uthic  raw 
material  procurement.  Artifact  density  Is  low  to  medium  and  observed  artifacts  include  Type  11 
and  in  blfaces.  a  retouched  flake,  end  scraper,  core,  hammerstone.  and  flakes.  No  artifacts  were 
collected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  poor  condition  with  60%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by 
eroslonal  drainage  expanded  by  burrow^  activities.  The  chronology  of  the  site  Is  unknown.  No 
other  prehistoric  sites  occur  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  is  a  Uthic  procurement  area  consisting  of 
a  surficial  Uthic  scatter.  Shovel  tests  indicate  that  cultural  deposits  extend  to  a  depth  of  10  cm. 
below  the  surface.  Because  intact  cultural  deposits  are  indicate,  further  testing  is  recommended 
and  the  site  is  potentially  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 


sirs:  41CV1487 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 
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LANDFORM;  Primary  terrace 
ELEVATION;  700  feet 
NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  0  meteia 
AREA  200  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area  (50-75%  canopy  closure) 

SITE  TYPE;  Shell  lens 

DEISCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  thin  mussel  lens  approodmatety  4.9  meters 
below  ground  surface  with  associated  flakes  and  fire  cracked  rock  exposed  a  cut-bank  along 
the  Leon  River.  No  ecofacts  were  observed,  and  burned  rock  density  is  ll^t  The  artifact  density 
Is  low  and  the  only  artifacts  observed  were  flakes.  No  artifact  collection  was  made.  The  site  Is 
reported  to  be  in  fair  condition  with  50%  of  the  surface  area  afiected  by  erosion.  The  chronology 
of  the  site  Is  unknown.  No  other  prehistoric  sites  appear  in  the  quad. 

ASSE^SSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  Is  a  shell  lens  exposed  In  a  cut-bank 
approximate^  five  meters  below  ground  surface.  The  depth  of  the  deposit  indicates  intact  cultural 
material.  Further  testing  Is  recommended  and  the  site  is  potentially  eligible  for  the  National 
Register. 


SITE:  41CV1489 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  Outlier 

ELEVATION:  725  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  80  meters 

AREA  2,100  square  meters 

VEGETATION;  Wooded  area  (0-25%  canopy  closure) 

SITE  TYPE:  lithic  scatter/procurement  area 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  The  site  consists  of  a  large  Uthlc  scatter  on  a  north-facing  slope 
overlooking  the  Leon  River.  No  ecofacts  were  observed.  Observed  artifacts  Include  Type  n  and 
ni  blfsces.  a  retouched  flake,  a  core,  a  hammerstone,  flakes,  and  chips.  Most  of  the  debitage  Is 
comprised  of  primary  and  secondary  flakes.  Lithic  raw  are  abundant  In  the  gravels 

eroding  out  of  the  slope.  This  site  probabty  served  as  a  locus  for  the  procurement  al  lithic  raw 
materials.  No  artifacts  were  collected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  poor  condition  with  60%  of  the 
surface  afiected  by  erosion  and  road  construction.  The  chronology  of  this  site  Is  unknown.  Four 
other  prehistoric  sites  occur  In  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  Is  a  probable  lithic  procurement  station 
consisting  of  gravels  and  cherts  eroding  out  of  a  slop  overlooking  the  Leon  River.  Due  to  the 
surficlal  nature  of  the  site  and  Its  poor  condition,  it  appears  to  have  limited  potential  for  providing 
Information  relevant  to  the  prehistory  of  Central  Texas.  No  further  work  is  recommended  and  the 
site  Is  not  eligible  for  the  National  roister. 
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8ITB:  41CV1480 


ENVIRONME^^^AL  2X)NE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  Outher 

ELEVATION:  735  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  60  meters 

AREA:  2.300  square  meters 

VEX3ETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 

SITE  TVPE:  Uthlc  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  thin  chert  Uthlc  scatter.  No  ecofacts  were 
observed.  Artifact  density  Is  low  and  observed  artifacts  Include  a  Type  I  blface.  a  core,  flakes,  and 
chips.  The  nuyorlty  of  flakes  are  secondary.  No  artifacts  were  coUected.  The  site  Is  reported  to 
be  In  poor  condition  with  55%  of  the  surface  affected  by  buUdozlng.  gas  pipeline  construction,  and 
erosion.  The  chronology  of  this  site  Is  unknown.  Four  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  In  the  same 
quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  consists  of  a  surflclal  Uthlc  scatter  with  a 
low  density  of  artifacts.  Due  to  the  poor  condition  and  the  low  density  of  artifacts,  this  site 
appears  to  have  limited  potential  for  providing  information  relevant  to  the  prehistory  of  Central 
Texas.  No  further  work  is  recommended  and  the  site  Is  not  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 


SITE:  41CV1492 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 
LANDFORM:  Primary  terrace 
ELEVATION:  710  feet 
NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  40  meters 
AREA:  800  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area  (0-25%  canopy  closure) 

SITE  TYPE:  Uthlc  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY;  This  site  consists  of  a  diffuse  scatter  of  Uthlcs.  fire  cracked  rock,  and 
mussel  sheU.  Ecofacts  Include  bone  and  mussel  shell,  and  burned  rock  density  is  medium. 
Artifact  density  is  low  and  observed  artifacts  Include  a  Type  n  blface.  a  core,  and  flakes.  Five  large 
potholes  have  been  dug  into  the  site.  No  artifacts  were  collected.  The  site  Is  reported  to  be  In  poor 
condition  with  60%  of  the  surface  affected  by  pothimter  holes  and  erosion.  The  chronology  of  this 
site  is  unknown.  Four  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  In  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  consists  of  a  Uthlc  scatter  with  fire  cracked 
rock.  The  site  has  been  largefy  Impacted  pothunters  and  Is  poor  condition.  Due  to  the  low 
artifact  density  and  the  condition  of  the  site,  it  appears  to  have  limited  potential  for  providing 
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infonnatlon  relevant  to  the  piehlstoiy  of  Central  Texas.  No  further  work  is  recommented  and  the 
site  is  not  considered  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 


8ITB:  41CV149S 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFX)RM:  Outlier 

ELEVATION:  730  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  140  meters 

AREA:  3.200  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 

SITE  TYPE:  Llthic  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  large  Ilthlc  scatter  on  an  intermediate  upland 
overlooking  the  Leon  River.  No  ecctfacts  were  observed.  Artifact  density  is  medium  and  ar^acts 
observed  include  a  Type  n  blface.  an  end  scraper,  cores,  a  choppa-.  and  flakes.  Primary, 
secondary,  and  tertiary  flakpa  are  present.  No  artifacts  were  collected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be 
in  fair  condition  with  55%  of  the  surface  affected  by  road  construction,  erosion,  and  pothunting. 
The  chronology  of  the  site  is  unknown.  Four  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  Tire  site  consists  of  a  large  llthic  scatter  overlooking 
the  Leon  River.  The  presence  of  primary,  secondary,  and  tertiary  flakes  suggests  that  the  site  is 
a  knapping  station.  Shovel  tests  Indicate  that  Intact  cultural  deposits  are  present  in  the  northeast 
portion  of  the  site  to  a  depth  of  40  cm.  Further  testing  is  recommended  and  the  site  is  potentially 
eligible  for  the  National  Roister. 


SITE:  41CV1494 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  OutUer 

ELEVATION:  730  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  240  meters 

AREA:  38.000  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 

SITE  TYPE:  Llthic  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  large,  diffuse  llthic  scatter  on  an  Intermediate 
upland  overlooking  the  Leon  River.  No  ecofacts  were  observed.  Artifact  density  is  medium  and 
artifacts  observed  include  Bulverde.  NoUm,  and  Pederrales  dart  points,  a  core,  and  flakes. 
Material  collected  include  the  three  dart  point  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  fair  condition  with 
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60%  of  the  suiiace  affected  by  erosion,  road  construction,  and  borrow  pit  activities.  The 
diagnostic  artifacts  indicate  a  chronology  of  Middle  Archaic  for  this  site.  No  other  prehistoric  sites 
occur  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  is  a  scatter  of  llthics  on  a  slope  overlooking 
the  Leon  River.  The  site  is  in  fair  condition  with  several  diagnostic  artifacts.  Further  testing  is 
recommended  and  the  site  is  potentially  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 


SITE:  41CV1495 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 
LANDFORM:  Secondary  terrace 
ELEVATION:  720  feet 
NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  35  meters 
AREIA:  1.700  square  meters 
VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 
SITE  TYPE:  Lithlc  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  Site  consists  of  a  moderately  dense  llthic  scatter  eroding  out  of 
a  gulljr.  No  ecofacts  were  observed.  Artifact  density  is  medium  and  artifacts  observed  include  a 
retouched  flake,  a  core,  a  hammerstone.  flakes,  and  chips.  No  artifacts  were  collected.  The  site 
is  reported  to  be  m  fair  condition  with  burled  deposits  still  intact  Flffy  percent  of  the  surface  area 
has  been  affected  erosion  and  point  coUectlon.  The  chronology  of  this  site  is  unknown.  No 
other  prehistoric  sites  occur  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  consists  of  an  eroding  lithlc  scatter 
approximately  60  cm.  from  the  ground  surface.  The  site  is  hlghfy  eroded  but  the  surveyors  state 
that  the  site  has  good  potential  for  burled  deposits.  Further  testing  is  recommended  and  the  site 
is  potentially  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 


SITE:  41CV1496 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 
LANDFORM:  Outlier 
ELEVATION:  720  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE) :  1 .550  meters 
AREA:  6.000  square  meters 
VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 
SITE  TYPE:  Lithlc  scatter /procurement  area 
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Figure  18.  View  of  Cutbank  Wall  at  41CV1495. 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  diffuse  Uthlc  scatter.  No  ecofacts  were  observed 
and  burned  rock  density  Is  light.  Artifact  density  Is  low  to  medium  and  observed  artifacts  mclude 
a  Type  n  biface,  a  core,  chopper  and  flakes.  Five  flakes  were  collected  from  a  shovel  test  The  site 
Is  reported  to  be  in  poor  condition  with  60%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  airstrip  construction 
and  a  dirt  road.  Of  two  nonsterlle  shovel  tests,  one  contained  one  flake  at  15-30  cm  and  the  other 
contained  4  flakes  at  15-45  cm.  The  chronology  of  this  site  is  unknown.  One  other  prehistoric 
site  occurs  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  Is  described  by  the  surveyors  as  a  small 
dlfiuse  Uthlc  scatter  and  procurement  area  with  chert  gravels  present  In  the  deposits.  Although 
the  site  has  been  disturbed  by  construction,  shovel  tests  Indicate  Intact  cultural  materials  may 
be  present  In  the  higher  portions  of  the  site.  Further  work  Is  recommended  and  the  site  Is 
potentially  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 


SITE:  41CV1499 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  OutUer 

ELEVATION:  720  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  840  meters 

AREA:  3,100  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Bare  ground 
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SITE  TYPE:  Uthlc  acatter/prociixeiiieiit  area 


DESCRIFnVB  SUMMARY:  This  site  is  a  small  diffuse  lithic  scatter  and  lithic  procurement  area. 
No  ecofacts  were  observed  and  burned  rock  density  was  light.  Artifact  density  Is  low  and  artifacts 
observed  include  aiype  n  biiace,  an  end  scraper,  core  fragments,  and  flakes.  Some  of  the  llthics 
have  been  thermally  altered.  Most  llthics  are  primary  and  secondary  flakes.  Chert  occurs  in  the 
form  of  cobbles,  not  tabular  pieces.  No  artifacts  were  collected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  poor 
condition  with  75%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  a  mlUtaiy  road/trail,  a  borrow  pit.  and  erosion. 
The  chronology  of  this  site  is  unknown.  No  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDAHONS:  The  site  is  a  surflcial  scatter  of  Uthics  and  probably 
a  lithic  procurement  area.  Because  artifact  density  is  low  and  the  poor  condition  of  the  site,  it 
appears  to  have  limited  potential  for  providing  information  relevant  to  the  prehistory  of  Central 
Texas.  It  is  not  eligible  for  the  National  Roister  and  no  further  work  is  recommended. 


SITE:  41CV1B01 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  Outiier 

ELEVATION:  700  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  470  meters 

AREA  6.300  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 

SITE  TYPE:  Lithic  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  is  a  very  diffuse  lithic  scatter,  however  shovel  testing  shows 
that  the  deposit  extends  to  a  depth  of  at  least  70  cm.  Site  boundaries  are  unclear  due  to  the 
burled  nature  of  the  site.  No  ecofacts  were  observed.  Artifact  density  is  low  and  artifacts  observed 
inch«de  core  fragments  and  flakes.  No  artifacts  were  collected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  In  fair 
condition  with  40%  of  the  surface  affected  by  military  trails  and  land  clearing.  The  chronology  of 
this  site  is  unknown.  No  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  is  a  very  diffuse  lithic  scatter.  Two  shovel 
tests  Indicate  the  site  is  mainty  burled  and  has  intact  cultural  deposits  to  a  depth  of  70  cm. 
Further  testtiig  Is  recommended  to  establish  the  boundaries  and  depth  of  the  site.  The  site  is 
potential^  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 


SITE:  41CV1B04 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE;  Upland 
LANDFORM;  Contact  Zone 
ELEVATION:  800  feet 
NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  820  meters 
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AREA:  380  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area  (0>2S%  canopy  closure) 

SITE  TYPE:  Uthlc  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  very  dlfiuse  Uthlc  scatter  with  some  fire-cracked 
rocks  on  the  lower  slopes  of  Langford  Mountain.  No  ecofacts  were  observed,  and  burned  rock 
density  was  light  Artifact  density  Is  low.  and  observed  artifacts  include  a  projectile  point,  a 
retmidied  flake  and  flakes.  No  artifacts  were  collected.  TTie  site  is  reported  to  be  in  poor 
condition  wtth  70%  of  the  surface  area  affected  modem  military  activities  and  erosion.  The 
chrontdogy  of  this  site  is  unknown.  TWo  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  In  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  consists  of  a  diffuse  Uthlc  scatter  with  fire- 
cracked  rocks  on  a  lower  dope  of  Langford  Mountain.  The  surveyors  noted  that  the  situation  of 
the  site  suggests  cultural  materials  probably  eroded  or  washed  down  from  hl^er  elevations.  The 
site  Is  In  poor  condition  and  is  severely  Impacted.  The  cultural  materials  are  out  of  primary 
amtext  and  the  site  appears  to  have  limited  potential  for  providliig  Information  relevant  to  the 
prehlstoiy  of  Central  Texas.  The  site  Is  not  eligible  for  the  National  Roister  and  no  further  work 
Is  recommended. 


SfTB:  41CV1806 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  OutUer 

ELEVATION:  740  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  400  meters 

AREA:  52.000  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area  (0-25%  carxipy  closure) 

SriETYPE:  Uthlc  scatter/medldne  wheel 

DESCRIFIIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  constats  of  a  "medicine  wheel"  and  associated  Uthlc  scatter. 
The  rock  alignment  consists  of  two  concentric  circles  Joined  by  a  series  of  appraxlmatefy  1  meter 
wide  spokes.  The  Irmer  circle  Is  approximately  27  meters  In  diameter.  The  outa-  circle  Is 
rqqrroxlmat^  49  meters  In  diameter.  The  sides  of  the  spokes  are  delineated  by  2  parallel  rows 
of  limestone  rocks  and  the  area  between  the  sides  Is  filled  with  smaUer  Umestone  pebbles.  The 
undlsturhed  rocks  are  firmly  set  in  the  ground,  with  only  the  tops  visible.  Only  the  western  half 
ofthe  alignment  is  visible.  The  eastern  half  Is  obscured  by  v^tatlon  and  many  of  the  rocks  have 
been  displaced  (six  spokes  are  visible).  The  associated  Uthlc  scatter  Is  large  and  dlfiuse.  but  In 
several  concentrations  of  debttage  and  tools.  TWo  concentrations  of  large  scrapers  Indicate  heavy- 
duty  activities.  No  eorfSacts  were  observed,  and  burned  rock  density  (limestone)  is  medium. 
Artifact  density  is  medium,  and  observed  artifacts  observed  include  1  Clear  Pork  tool.  2  unlface 
scrapers.  1  Angostura  dart  point.  1  untyped  dart  point.  1  Scallom  arrow  point.  Type  m  blface 
fragments,  retouched  flakes,  cores  hammerstones,  choppers,  flakes,  chips,  and  a  pesUe.  Material 
collected  Include  the  projectile  points,  the  pestle,  the  Clear  Pork  tool,  and  the  unlface  scrsqieis. 
The  condition  of  the  site  Is  reported  to  be  In  good  condition  with  50%  of  the  surface  area  affected 
by  erosion,  tree  clearance,  and  modem  mlUtary  activities.  The  diagnostic  artifacts  coUected 
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tndlaite  a  ^araaology  cf  Late  Priciotndton/Eai^  Archaic  and  the  Austin  phase  for  this  atte.  One 
otho'jirdiiBtailc  occur  In  the  same  quad.  Pour  native  shovel  testa  were  excavated  In  the  teiraoe 
bdow  the  medtdne  adieel  (east). 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECX>MMENDATIONS;  This  site  consists  of  a  "medicine  wheel"  and 
associated  Itthlc  scatter.  The  site  was  surveyed  and  mapped  by  the  Texas  A&M  University  Field 
school  tn  1990.  Because  of  its  uniqueness,  diagnostic  artifacts  and  good  condition  of  the  site, 
nomination  to  the  National  Register  and  protection  is  recommended. 


8ITB:  41CV1B06 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM;  Hillock  or  knoU 

ELEVATION:  700  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  300  meters 

AREA:  24,000  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  are  (25-50%  canopy  closure) 

SrTETVPE:  Uthic  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  Site  consists  of  a  large  Uthic  scatter  on  high  ground  overlooking 
the  Leon  River.  Ecofacts  observed  include  mussel  sheU.  and  burned  rock  density  is  medium. 
Artifact  density  is  high,  and  artifacts  observed  Include  Type  I  and  II  blfaces,  a  Martindale  dart 
point,  a  retouched  flake,  a  side  scraper,  an  end  scraper,  a  core,  a  chopper,  flakes,  and  a  mano 
(fi:agments  of  quartzite).  Secondary  and  Tertiary  Flakes  are  abundant,  suggesting  the  site 
functioned  as  a  knapping  station.  Material  collected  Include  the  dart  point  and  1  Uthic  for  chert 
identification.  The  condition  of  the  site  is  reported  to  be  in  fair  condition  with  50%  of  the  surface 
area  affected  by  erosion  and  modem  military  activities.  The  diagnostic  artifacts  coUected  indicate 
a  chronology  of  Early  Archaic  for  this  site.  Two  other  prehistoric  site  occurs  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  consists  of  a  large  Uthic  scatter  overlooking 
the  Leon  River.  Although  the  higher  elevations  of  the  site  are  deflated,  the  presence  of  thicker 
soils  on  the  lower  areas  remains  suggesting  intact  cultural  deposits.  Due  to  the  high  artifact 
densily  and  the  presence  of  diagnostic  artifacts,  and  probable  intact  cultural  deposits,  further 
testlrig  is  recommended.  The  site  is  potentially  eligible  for  the  National  Roister. 


8ITB:  41CV1807 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  OutUer 

ELEVATION:  775  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  300  meters 

AREA:  88.000  square  meters 
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VEGETATION:  Wooded  ate  (0-25%  canopy  closure) 
SITE  TYPE:  Burned  rock  scatter  with  hthlcs 


DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  Is  a  veiy  large  llthlc  scatter/campsite  on  hi^  ground  and 
slopes  overlooking  the  Leon  River.  Ecofacts  observed  include  mussel  sheU.  and  burned  rock 
density  is  heavy.  Artifact  density  is  medium  (e^)ecially  along  the  bluff  edge  and  lower  sl(^}ea).  and 
artifisicts  observed  include  Type  n  and  in  bifaces.  2  untyped  dart  points  bases,  a  Marcos  dart  point 
base,  a  Pedemales  dart  point  base,  a  retouched  flake,  a  side  scraper,  a  burin  scraper  resharpening 
flake,  a  core,  a  hammerstone.  a  chopper,  and  flakes.  The  4  point  bases  were  collected.  The 
condition  of  the  site  is  reported  to  be  in  fair  condition  with  60%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by 
v^etatkm  buming/clearlng  and  erosion.  The  diagnostic  artifacts  recovered  indicate  a  chronology 
of  Middle,  and  Late  to  Transitional  Archaic  for  this  site.  Four  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  in  the 
same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  REX^OMMENDATTONS:  The  site  is  a  very  large  Uthic  scatter  with  two  burned 
rock  middens.  Much  of  the  burned  limestone  in  the  area  is  probably  recent.  Although  much  of 
the  site  has  been  deflated  and  materials  have  been  displaced  downslope.  testlrig  is  recommended 
for  the  two  observed  burned  rock  middens  which  are  still  baslcalfy  in  primary  context.  The  site 
is  potential^  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 


SRB:  41CV1S06 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  Hillock  or  knoll 

ELEVATION:  750  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  420  meters 

AREA:  750  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area  (0-25%  canopy  closure) 

SITE  TYPE:  Uthic  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  is  a  very  light  Uthic  scatter  situated  on  a  tongue  of  land 
bounded  by  two  natural  drainages  leading  into  the  Leon  river  vall^.  Small  concentrations  of 
Uthlcs  occur  at  either  end  of  the  site.  No  ecofacts  were  observed.  Artifact  density  is  low  and 
artifacts  observed  include  Type  II  and  III  bifaces,  projectile  points,  a  side  scraper,  a  chopper,  and 
flakes.  No  artifacts  were  collected.  The  condition  of  the  site  is  reported  to  be  in  fair  condition  with 
60%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion  and  vegetation  clearing  and  burning.  The  chronology 
of  the  site  is  unknown.  T\vo  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  is  a  light  Uthic  scatter,  probabfy  associated 
with  41CV1507  from  which  it  is  separated  by  a  natural  drainage.  Due  to  the  low  artifact  density, 
the  surffclal  and  deflated  nature  ^  the  site,  and  its  poor  condition,  it  appears  to  have  limited 
potential  for  providing  information  relevant  to  the  prehistory  of  Central  Texas.  No  further  work 
is  recennmended  and  the  site  is  not  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 
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BNVmONIIBIfrALZONB:  Lowiuid 


LANDFCXIM:  PrtEDaiy  tanoe 
ELEVATION:  693  feet 
NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  35  meters 
A^A:  450  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area  (25-50%  canopy  closure) 

STTETYI^:  Campsite 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  deepfy  buried  (2.5-3  meters)  materials.  It  is 
exposedinthesouthbankofanunnamedtributaiynearitsconfluence  with  the  Leon  River.  Most 
of  the  material  observed  was  in  an  area  of  slump.  The  depth  of  the  deposits  indicate  intact 
materials  are  present.  Ecofacts  observed  include  mussel  shell,  and  burned  rock  density  is  light. 
Artifact  density  is  low,  and  artifacts  observed  mdudes  a  possible  hammerstone,  fire-cracked 
rocks,  aixl  flalm.  No  artifacts  were  collected.  The  condition  of  the  site  is  reported  to  be  in  fair 
ctmdition  with  50%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion.  The  chronology  of  this  site  is 
unknown.  Pour  other  prehistcnlc  sites  occur  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  consists  of  cultural  materials  e3q>osed  in 
the  south  cut-bank  of  an  unnamed  tributary  of  the  Leon  River.  Because  the  site  is  deepty  burled 
and  intact  materials  are  preset^,  further  testing  is  recommended  and  the  site  is  potentisdty  eligible 
for  the  National  Register. 


8RB:  41CV1510 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 
LANDFORM:  Primary  terrace 
ELEVATION:  695  feet 
NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  50  meters 
AREA:  24,400  square  meters 
VEGETATICW:  Grasslands 
SriETYPE:  Llthic  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  light  llthic  scatter  exposed  in  a  meander  scar. 
There  are  several  areas  of  concentrations.  The  site  probably  extends  btyond  the  scar,  however 
grourxlviail^Qlty  is  obscured  by  dense  grass  cover.  There  is  a  high  probability  of  intact  subsurface 
cultural  deposits.  Ecofacts  observed  Include  mussel  shell,  and  burned  rock  density  is  light. 
Artifacts  observed  include  a  Type  in  biface  and  flakes.  No  artifacts  were  collected.  The  ccmdition 
of  the  site  is  reported  to  be  in  good  crmdition  with  30%  of  the  surface  affected  by  erosion.  The 
chn»u4ogy  of  this  site  is  unknown.  Pour  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  in  the  same  quad. 


ASSBSSMBirrS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  constats  of  a  light  Uthlc  scatter  wUh  several 
areas  of  concentration.  Because  the  site  extends  into  dense  grass  cover,  the  exact  extent  of  the 
site  is  unknown.  The  surveyors  stated  that  there  is  a  high  probability  of  intact  subsurface 
cultural  deposits.  Because  of  the  high  probability  of  intact  cultural  deposits  and  the  good 
condition  of  the  site,  further  testing  is  recomnMnded  and  it  is  potentially  ell^ta  for  the  National 
Register. 


sm:  41CV1511 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 
LANDFORM:  Prlmaiy  terrace 
ELEVATION:  690  feet 
NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  3  meters 
AREA:  100  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  wooded  area  (0-25%  canopy  closure) 

SriETYPE:  Hearth 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  constats  of  a  hearth  with  mussel  shell  and  charcoal.  Ecofacts 
daserved  Include  mussel  shell,  and  burned  rock  density  is  medium.  Artifact  density  is  low.  and 
no  artifacts  were  observed.  Material  collected  include  a  matrix  sample  for  C-14  dating.  The 
condition  of  the  site  is  reported  to  be  £EUr  with  60%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion  and  tree 
fall.  The  chronology  of  this  site  is  unknown.  Four  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  consists  of  mussel  shell  and  charcoal 
associated  with  a  hearth.  Because  the  hearth  appears  to  be  intact  and  in  danger  of  eroding  away 
and  a  high  potential  exists  for  other  burled  deposits,  further  testlrig  is  recommended  and  the  site 
is  potentially  el^lble  for  the  National  Register. 


unk  41CV1513 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 
LANDFORM:  Primary  terrace 
ELEVATION:  ? 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  0  meters 
AREUK:  250  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area  (0-25%  canopy  closure) 

SnETYPE:  Midden 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  is  located  at  the  base  of  a  toe  slope  and  probably  extends  20 
meters  in  all  directions.  Ecofacts  observed  include  mussel  shell,  and  burned  ro^  density  is 
medium.  Artifact  density  is  low.  and  artifacts  observed  include  flakes  and  chips.  No  artifacts 
were  coHected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  poor  condition  with  50%  of  the  surface  affected  by 
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potholes,  eroakn.  and  tracks.  The  chronology  of  this  site  Is  unknown.  Pour  other  prehistoric 
sitea  occur  m  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  is  a  midden  located  at  the  base  of  a  toe 
slope  with  burned  rock.  Uthlcs,  and  mussel  shell.  The  site  is  probably  associated  with  4 1 CV 1 5 1 1 . 
Due  to  the  high  potential  for  burled  cultural  deports  because  of  the  fluvial  nature  aS  the  deposit 
and  the  Ukefy  association  with  41CV1511.  further  testing  is  recommended  and  the  site  is 
potentially  el^le  for  the  National  Register. 


SITB:  41CV1515 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 

LANDFORM:  Primary  terrace 

ELEVATION:  690  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  3  meters 

AREA:  124  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 

SITE  TYPE:  Midden 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  several  burned  rock,  mussel  shell  and  two  flakes 
eroding  out  of  the  south  bank  of  the  Leon  River  about  1  meter  below  the  surface.  The  exact 
dimensions  of  the  site  is  unknown  as  the  site  is  deeply  buried.  Ecofacts  observed  include  mussel 
shell,  and  burned  rock  density  is  light.  Artifact  density  is  low  and  artifacls  observed  include 
flakes  and  chips.  No  artifacts  were  collected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  fair  condition  with  50% 
of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion.  One  sterile  shovel  test  was  excavated  to  a  depth  of  75  cm. 
The  chronology  of  this  site  is  unknown.  Three  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  is  a  midden  consisting  of  burned  rock, 
mussel  shell  and  flakes  erodirig  out  of  the  south  bank  of  the  Leon  River.  The  exact  dimensions 
of  the  site  are  unknown  because  the  site  is  deepfy  burled.  Due  to  the  depth  of  the  deposit,  intact 
cultural  material  is  highly  likely  and  further  testing  is  recommended.  The  site  is  potentially 
eligible  for  the  National  Roister. 


81TB:  41CV1816 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 

LANDFORM:  Primary  terrace 

ELEVATION:  690  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  160  meters 

AREA:  1.200  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  are  (0-25%  canopy  closure) 
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SrTE  TYPE:  Burned  rock  scatter  with  Uthlcs 


DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  possible  burled  hearth  and  fire-cracked  rock 
exposed  In  the  left  cutbank  of  Henson  Creek.  The  hearth  and  other  fire-cracked  rock  are  tabular 
Urnestone.  Mussel  shell  and  chert  flakes  (some  heated)  are  associated  with  the  hearth.  Given  the 
depth  of  the  hearth,  intact  cultural  deposits  may  be  present.  However,  the  materials  may  have 
been  flood  deposited.  Ecofacts  observed  Include  mussel  shell,  and  burned  rock  density  is  light. 
Artifact  density  is  low.  and  artifacts  observed  Include  flakes.  Two  shovel  tests  were  excavated  to 
a  depth  of  75  cm.  Mussel  shell  fragments  and  1  flake  (burned)  were  recovered  from  a  shovel  test. 
The  ccmdltlon  of  the  site  Is  reported  to  be  in  fair  condition  with  50%  of  the  surface  area  affected 
by  erosion,  modem  military  activities,  and  v^etatlon  clearing.  The  chronology  of  this  site  Is 
unknown.  Four  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  In  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  consists  of  a  possible  burled  hearth  and 
fire-cracked  rock  eiqiosed  In  the  left  cutbank  of  Henson  Creek.  Because  the  hearth  Is 
approximately  one  meter  below  the  groimd  surface.  Intact  cultural  materials  Is  likely.  However, 
the  materials  may  have  been  flood  deposited.  The  site  should  be  revisited  and  further  assessed 
prior  to  any  specific  recommendations.  Until  that  time.  It  should  be  considered  potentially  eligible 
for  the  National  Register. 


SITE:  41CV1B17 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 

LANDFORM:  Primary  terrace 

ELEVATION:  690  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  pISTANCE):  22  meters 

AREA:  1.700  square  meters 

VEXjETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 

SITE  TYPE:  Midden 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  scatter  of  mussel  shell.  Uthlcs.  and  fire-cracked 
rocks  exposed  in  the  left  (north)  cutbank  of  Henson  Creek  at  its  confluence  with  the  Leon  River. 
The  fire-cracked  rock  Is  tabular  limestone,  possibly  used  In  slab-Uned  hearths.  Material  occurs 
at  approximately  70  cm.  below  surface  In  the  cutbank.  TWo  pothunter  holes  are  present  at  the 
top  of  the  cutbank  with  shell.  Uthlcs,  and  fire-cracked  rock  occurring  In  the  backdlrt  piles. 
Secondary  and  tertiary  flakes  are  abundant  In  the  cutbank  and  shovel  test  holes.  Ecofacts 
observed  Include  mussel  ^eU,  and  burned  rock  density  is  medium.  Artifact  density  is  medium, 
and  artifacts  observed  mclude  flakes.  Three  shovel  tests  were  excavated  to  a  depth  of  75  cm. 
Material  collected  Include  the  shovel  test  materials  consisting  of  18  unbumed  flakes.  2  burned 
flakes,  mussel  sheU.  snails,  and  burned  rock.  The  condition  of  the  site  is  reported  to  be  In  good 
condition  with  50%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion,  modem  mlUtary  activities,  pot  hunters, 
and  vegetation  clearing.  The  chronology  of  this  site  Is  unknown.  Four  other  prehistoric  sites 
occur  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  Is  a  probable  midden  with  a  scatter  of 
mussel  shell,  Uthlcs,  and  fire-cracked  rocks  exposed  in  the  north  cut-bank  of  Henson  Creek. 
Shovel  tests  by  the  surveyors  indicate  the  presence  of  mtact  cultural  materials  extending  farther 
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Pttttha*  teattpt  ti  rBcomroended  due  to  the  intact  nature  of  the  depoatts  and 
wwlllMlbe  extent  of  tte  The  elte  le  potonielfy  for  tbe  NaUooal  Rei^ster. 


•RB:  41CVl8a3 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZCM^;  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  OutUer 

ELEVATION:  725  feet 

NEAREST  WATBR  (DISTANCE):  160  meters 

AREA:  38,800  square  feet 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area 

SITE  TYPE:  Lithlc  acatter/procurement  area 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  large  lithlc  procurement  station  and  knapping 
area  located  on  high  ground  of  the  upper  slopes  and  fingers  overlooking  the  Leon  River.  The  lithlc 
scatter  Is  generally  thin,  but  several  areas  of  concentration  are  present.  Much  of  the  site  is 
deflated.  eq>eclally  the  northern  half.  Very  little  fire-cracked  rock  is  present  and  most  appears 
to  be  the  result  of  modem  fires.  M^y  quartzite  cobbles  suitable  for  use  as  hammerstones  were 
observed  and  some  had  been  utilized  as  hammerstone.  A  scattered  hearth  was  observed  In  the 
northeast  portion  of  the  site.  Ecofacts  observed  Include  mussel  shell,  some  which  were  associated 
with  the  hearth.  Burned  rock  density  is  light.  Artifact  density  is  medium,  and  artifacts  observed 
Include  Type  I  and  11  bliaces.  a  prq|ectile  point,  a  retouched  flake,  a  core,  hammerstones.  and 
flakes.  No  artifacts  were  collect^.  The  site  Is  reported  to  be  in  poor  condition  with  80%  of  the 
surface  area  afiected  by  erosion,  modem  military  activities,  cattle,  and  road  construction.  The 
chraudogy  of  this  site  is  unknown.  One  other  prehistoric  site  occurs  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMB^NDATIONS:  This  site  consists  of  a  lithlc  procurement  and 
loutPldng  station  overlooking  the  Leon  River.  Althou^  much  of  the  site  is  deflated,  and  sul^ect 
to  alopewaah.  the  southern  area  Is  not  conqiletely  deflated  and  intact  deposits  may  be  present. 
Further  testing  is  recommended  and  the  site  is  potmtlally  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 


SITE:  41CV1824 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  Outlier 

ELEVATION:  720  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  280  meters 

AREA:  29,600  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area 

SITE  TYPE:  Lithlc  scatter/procurement  area 
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DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  hthic  scatter  and  chert  procurement  area  on  a 
south-facing  slope  near  Henson  Creek.  Many  tested  cobbles  and  primary  flakes  are  present. 
Many  small/light  artifacts  and  flakes  have  been  washed  to  the  bottom  of  the  stope  where  they 
have  collected,  forming  mlnl-'’alluvlal  fans”.  Very  little  material  appears  to  be  in  prlmaiy  context. 
The  remnants  of  a  historic  rock  wall  is  also  present.  No  ecofacts  were  observed.  Artifact  density 
was  medium,  and  artifacts  observed  Include  Type  1. 11.  and  ni  bifaces,  a  retouched  flake,  an  end 
scraper,  a  core,  a  chopper,  flakes,  tested  cobbles,  and  chips.  No  artifacts  were  collected.  The  site 
is  reported  to  be  in  poor  condition  with  85%  of  the  surface  are  affected  by  erosion,  modem  military 
activities,  and  tree  cutting.  The  chronology  of  this  site  is  unknown.  Three  other  prehistoric  sites 
occur  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  consists  of  a  Uthic  scatter  and  chert 
procurement  area  on  a  south-facing  slope  near  Henson  Creek.  The  site  has  been  subject  to  a 
large  amount  oi  erosion  and  modem  military  activities.  Due  to  the  poor  condition  and  lack  of 
integrity  of  the  site,  it  appears  to  have  limited  potential  for  providing  information  relevant  to  the 
prehistory  of  Central  Texas.  The  site  is  not  eli^le  for  the  National  Register,  and  no  further  work 
is  recommended. 


81TB:  41CV15a6 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 

LANDFORM:  Primary  terrace 

ELEVATION:  690  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  250  meters 

AREA:  875  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Croplands 

SITE  TYPE:  Burned  rock  scatter  with  Uthics 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  burned  limestone  rock,  flakes  and  mussel  shell 
about  1  meter  below  ground  surface  in  the  south  cut-bank  of  Henson  Creek.  The  deposit  is  about 
50  cm.  thick  and  extends  for  about  10  meters.  Ecofacts  include  mussel  shell,  and  burned  rock 
density  is  light  (limestone).  Artifact  density  Is  low.  and  artifacts  observed  Include  flakes.  No 
artifacts  were  collected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  poor  condition  with  60%  of  the  surface  area 
affected  by  erosion.  The  chronology  of  this  site  is  unknown.  Four  other  prehistoric  sites  occur 
in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  is  a  cluster  of  burned  limestone,  a  few  flakes 
and  some  mussel  shell.  The  site  is  not  eligible  for  the  National  Register  due  to  the  poor  condition 
of  the  site  and  the  fact  that  the  site  extends  onto  private  property  ac^acent  to  the  military  post. 
No  further  work  is  recommended. 


SITE;  41CV1827 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 
LANDFORM:  Primary  terrace 
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^  1^  eSDfeet 
NBAUBarWAnSR  (DISTANCE):  70  meters 
AKBA:  square  feet 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area  (0-25%  canopy  closure) 

STTE  TYPE:  Burned  rock  scatter  with  uthlcs 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  sporadic  thin  scatter  of  burned  limestone,  few 
flakes,  and  some  mussel  shell  burled  about  1  meter  below  ground  suilace.  Ec(tfacts  observed 
Include  mussel  shell,  and  burned  rock  density  is  Ught  (limestone)  .  Artifact  density  is  low.  and 
artifacts  (dtiserved  consists  o£  only  flakes.  No  artifacts  were  collected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be 
In  poor  condition  with  60%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion.  The  chronology  of  this  site  is 
unknown.  Four  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  In  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATKWS:  The  deposit  Is  not  constant  but  rather  a  sporadic 
clustering  of  fire-cracked  rock,  shell,  and  flakes.  The  site  is  not  eligible  for  the  National  Register 
due  to  the  thin  nature  of  the  deposit  and  the  poor  condition  of  the  site.  No  further  work  is 
recommended. 


8ITB:  41CV1S28 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Upland 

LANDFORM:  Ridge 

ELEVATION:  880  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  500  meters 

AREA:  4.100  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area  (50-75%  canopy  closure) 

SITE  TYPE:  Llthic  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  diffuse  llthlc  scatter  situated  on  a  ridge 
overlooking  Henson  Creek  and  an  unnamed  tributary.  Much  of  the  material  is  near  the  edge  of 
the  ridge.  The  presence  of  an  abundance  of  Uthlcs  on  the  slopes  indicate  the  site  has  been  subject 
to  erosion.  Some  of  the  areas  of  the  site  appear  to  be  deflated.  No  ecofacts  were  observed. 
Arttfact  density  was  low,  and  material  observed  include  Type  m  biface,  two  untyped  dart  point. 
2  Marttndale  dart  pcdnts.  a  core,  and  flakes.  Material  collected  consisted  o£  several  projectile 
points.  The  condition  of  the  site  Is  reported  to  be  In  fair  condition  with  60%  of  the  surface  area 
affected  by  erosion,  cutting  of  trees,  and  modem  mlUtary  activities.  The  diagnostic  artifacts 
indicate  a  chronology  cf  Ear)y  Archaic  for  this  site.  No  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  in  the  same 
quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  consists  of  a  very  diffuse  Uthic  scatter 
overlooking  Henson  Creek  and  an  unnamed  tributary.  The  site  has  been  subjected  to  much 
eroslwH  and  modem  miUtary  activities  and  tree  cutting.  It  appears  to  have  limited  potential  for 
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pnwkltDg  tnfiMiiuitloo  rdevant  to  the  prehJatocy  of  Central  Texas.  The  atte  to  not  eUgfble  for  the 
NsttoBsl  Regtoter.  and  no  fiirtlwr  woik  to  cecoamended. 


rntm  4icin8ao 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intenaiedlate  upland 

LANDFORM:  Outlier 

ELEVAHON:  900  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  SOOmetera 

AREA:  5.200  square  meters 

VEGETATKW:  Wooded  area  (50-75%  cam^  closure) 

SITE  TYPE:  Uthic  scatter 

DESCraPTTVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  cor^lsts  of  a  diffuse  Uthic  scatter  on  a  ndge  overlooking  an 
unnamed  intermittent  creek.  No  ecofacts  woe  observed.  Artifact  density  to  low,  and  artifacts 
observed  include  a  type  m  blfiau:e.  an  untyped  dart  point,  an  Ensor  dart  poiirt.  arid  flakes.  The 
2  dart  points  were  collected.  The  site  to  reported  to  be  m  fair  condition  with  60%  of  the  surface 
area  affected  lay  erosion  and  the  cutting  of  trees.  The  diagnostic  artlfiacts  Indicate  a  chronology 
of  Transitional  Archaic.  One  other  prehistmlc  site  occurs  In  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  to  a  dlfiuse  of  Uthic  scatter  overlooking  an 
unnamed  Intermittent  creek.  Because  artifact  density  is  low  and  the  site  has  been  sub)ected  to 
much  erosion,  it  appears  to  have  limited  potential  for  providing  Information  relevant  to  the 
prehistory  of  Central  Texas.  The  site  to  not  eUglble  for  the  National  Rq(lster  and  no  further  work 
Is  recommended. 


8RS:  41CV1B81 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Upland 
LANDFORM:  Ridge 
ELEVATION:  890  feet 
NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  40  meters 
AREA:  35  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area  (0-25%  canopy  closure) 

SITE  TYPE:  Rockshelter 

DESCSdPnVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  con^ts  of  a  limestone  rockshelter  overiookliig  an  unnamed 
trfbutaiy  of  the  Leon  River.  The  rockshelter  to  8.5  meters  long  and  has  a  maximum  depth  o£  2.5 
meters.  The  openli^  height  to  approximately  90  cm.  Although  no  lithlcs  wore  observed  on  the 
surface  above  the  rockshelter.  several  flakes  were  recovered  from  a  shovel  test  placed  Just  Inside 
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tliedr^il&ne.  There  are  a  aeries  afamaUrocksheltenmnnlng  up  and  down  the  rl4ge.  Shoveltests 
Imlteate  cultural  materials  are  present.  No  ecofacts  were  observed.  Artifact  density  was  low  In 
the  subsurface  and  none  on  the  surface,  and  the  only  artifacts  present  were  flakes.  l\vo  shovel 
tests  were  excavated  to  a  depth  of  20-30  cm.  One  contained  5  flakes.  The  site  is  reported  to  be 
in  good  condition  with  30%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion,  rock  fall/ spalling,  and  rodent 
disturbance.  The  chronology  of  this  site  Is  unknown.  One  other  prehistoric  site  occurs  in  the 
same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  Is  a  limestone  rockshelter  overlooking  an 
unnamed  trlbutaxy  of  the  Leon  River.  Because  shovel  tests  indicate  that  intact  cultural  deposits 
are  present  and  the  good  condition  of  the  site,  further  testing  is  recommended  and  the  site  is 
potentially  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 


SITE:  41CV1B33 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Upland 
LANDPORM:  Ridge 
ELEVATION:  810  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  1.550  meters 

AREA:  10.8000  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area  (50-75%  canopy  closure) 

SITE  TYPE:  Uthlc  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  Site  consists  of  a  diffuse  lithic  scatter  on  a  ridge  overlooking  an 
intermittent  drainage.  Much  of  the  site  is  deflated.  Limestone  bedrock  is  exposed  along  the 
ridgetop.  Some  of  the  llthlcs  have  been  thermal^  altered.  No  ecofacts  were  observed,  and  burned 
rock  density  Is  light.  Artifact  density  is  low.  and  artifacts  observed  include  l^pe  m  bifaces,  a 
Weds  dart  point,  a  side  scraper,  core  fragments,  hammerstone  fragments,  and  flakes.  The  site  is 
reported  to  be  in  fair  condition  with  50%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion  and  modem 
military  activities.  The  diagnostic  artifacts  indicate  a  chronology  of  Earty  Archaic  for  this  site.  No 
other  prehistoric  sites  occur  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSEiSSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  This  site  was  recorded  as  a  diffuse  and  surficial 
lithic  scatter  overlooking  an  intermittent  drainage  with  some  of  the  llthics  thermalty  altered.  The 
survtyors  noted  that  the  Junipers  and  bmsh  have  held  some  of  the  soil  In  place  therefore  these 
areas  may  potential^  contain  intact  deposits.  Consequently,  further  testing  is  recmnmended  and 
the  site  is  potential^  eligible  for  the  National  Roister. 


SITE:  41CV1S36 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 
LANDPORM:  Outlier 
ELEVATION:  880  feet 
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NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  260  meten 

AlffiA*  120.000  square  aietas 

VEGETATK^:  Wooded  area  (25-50%  canqpy  closure) 

SITE  TYPE:  lithic  scatter 

DESCHIFIIVE  SUMMARY:  Thto  site  consists  o£  a  large  Uthlc  scatter  In  the  intermediate  upland 
near  a  creek.  At  least  two  Uthlc  concentrations  are  present  Some  of  the  ttthlcs  have  been 
thermally  altered.  No  ecofacts  were  observed,  and  burned  rock  denstty  to  light  (limestone). 
Artifact  density  to  high,  and  observed  artlfocts  Include  Type  n  and  IQ  bifaces,  an  untyped  dart 
point  Angostura,  Ensar,  PedemaJes,  Nolan,  and  CostnoutOedart  points,  a  retouched  flake,  a  side 
scrsqier.  a  cme.  a  chopper,  flakes,  and  fragotonts  of  a  quartzite  mano.  Material  ccdlected  Inducte 
the  mano  fragments  and  the  dart  points.  The  site  to  reported  to  be  In  good  condition  with  40% 
of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion  and  modem  mlUtaiy  activities.  The  dtognostlc  artifacts 
Indicate  a  chronology  of  Late  Paleoindlan.  Early.  Middle.  Late,  and  Transitional  Archaic  for  this 
site.  No  other  prehistoric  sites  occur  In  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  This  site  was  recorded  as  a  large  Uthlc  scatter  near 
an  unnamed  creek.  Based  on  recovered  pn^ecUfe  p<Unts.  the  site  was  intermittently  occupied 
firom  the  Late  Paleoindlan  Period  through  the  Terminal  Archaic.  Because  of  the  good  condition 
o£  the  site  and  the  high  frequency  of  artifacts,  hirther  testing  to  recommended  to  determine  the 
site  boundaries  and  to  determine  of  Intact  cultural  deposits  are  present.  Until  that  time,  the  site 
should  be  considered  potentially  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 


8RS:  41C¥lSa9 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Upland 

LANDFORM:  Ridge 

ELEVATION:  790  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  300  meters 

AREA:  2.600  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area  (50-75%  canopy  closure) 

SITE  TYPE:  Lithic  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  lithic  scatter  on  an  upland  slope  overlooking 
Preacher's  Creek.  Tested  chert  cobbles  are  abundant  and  flakes  are  malnfy  primary  and 
secondary.  A  few  finished  Uxds  are  present.  The  most  cranmon  tool  form  to  the  bifece  pr^orm. 
No  ecofects  were  observed.  Artifact  denstty  Is  medium,  and  observed  artifacts  include  Type  Q  and 
ni  blfaces,  an  end  scraper,  a  hammerstone.  and  flakes.  No  material  was  collected.  The  site  Is 
reported  to  be  In  fair  condition  with  60%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion  and  a  powerline 
road.  The  chronrdogy  of  this  site  is  unknown.  One  other  prehistoric  site  occurs  in  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  surv^rs  Indicate  that  this  site  is  a  Uthlc 
scatter  overlooking  Preacher's  Creek.  Due  to  the  surfidal  and  deflated  nature  of  the  site  and  its 
poor  condition.  It  appears  to  have  Umlted  potential  for  providing  Information  relevant  to  the 
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Figure  19.  Overview  of  Northern  Portion  of  Site  41CV1536. 


prehistory  of  Central  Texas.  The  site  is  not  eligible  for  the  National  Register  and  no  further  work 
is  recommended. 


SITE:  41CV1540 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  Ridge 

ELEVATION:  735  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  240  meters 

AREA:  8,800  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area  (50-75%  canopy  closure) 

SriETYPE:  Llthlc  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  dense  llthlc  scatter  on  a  high  bench  of  a  ridge. 
At  least  3  distinct,  knapplrig  stations  are  present.  ThQr  are  fairly  tight  cluster  of  the  same  type 
of  chert  chipping  debris.  Although  these  knapping  stations  are  exposed  in  deflated  areas,  the 
tightness  of  the  clusters  suggest  they  are  Intact.  The  chert  present  do  not  occur  naturally  on  the 
site.  No  ecofactswere  observed,  and  burned  rock  densltywas  light  (limestone  and  chert).  Artifact 
density  is  high,  and  observed  artifacts  include  a  Marcos  dart  point,  an  Ensor  dart  point.  5  Scallom 
arrow  points.  2  untyped  arrow  points,  a  CastmviUe  dart  point,  a  unlface  scraper,  a  utilized  biface 
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intgnimt,  lype  II  and  m  blfaces.  a  retouched  flake,  a  core,  a  hammeratone.  and  flakes.  The 
prcyectUe  points  and  30  unbumed  and  4  burned  flakes  from  2  shovel  tests  were  collected.  The 
site  Is  reported  to  be  in  good  condition  with  40%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion.  The 
diagnostic  artifacts  indicate  a  chronology  of  Late  and  Transitional  Archaic,  and  the  Austin  phase 
for  this  site.  One  other  prehistoric  site  occurs  In  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  This  site  was  recorded  as  a  dense  Uthlc  scatter  on 
a  high  bench  of  a  ridge.  The  surv^ors  noted  at  least  three  distinct  knapping  stations,  probably 
intact  Because  the  three  knapping  stations  appear  to  be  falxfy  mtact,  the  high  density  of 
artifacts,  further  collection  and  testing  is  needed  before  they  are  destroyed  by  erosion.  Until  that 
time,  the  site  should  be  considered  potentially  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 


8RB:  41CV1541 

OlVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  Contact  Zone 

ELEVATION:  715  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  80  meters 

AREA:  7.400  square  feet 

VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 

SITE  TYPE:  Uthlc  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  small  Uthlc  scatter  situated  on  the  lower  portion 
of  a  toe  slope.  It  Is  bounded  on  the  east  by  a  mlUtazy  fence  and  on  the  south  by  an  Inteimlttent 
drainage.  The  site  may  extend  farther  up-slope  to  the  west,  however  visiblUty  Is  poor.  Much  of 
the  site  is  deflated  and  has  been  subject  to  erosion.  No  ecofacts  were  observed,  and  burned  rock 
density  Is  light  (chert).  Artifact  density  is  medium,  and  artifacts  observed  include  Type  n  and  m 
blfaces,  projectile  points,  a  core,  hammerstone  fragments,  and  flakes.  No  material  was  collected. 
The  site  is  reported  to  be  In  poor  condition  with  70%  of  the  surface  affected  by  erosion  and  tree 
cutting.  The  chronology  of  this  site  Is  unknown.  One  other  prehistoric  site  occurs  m  the  same 
quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  This  site  consists  of  a  small,  deflated  Uthlc  scatter 
on  the  lower  portions  of  a  toe  slope.  Because  of  the  poor  and  deflated  condition  of  the  site.  It 
appears  to  have  limited  potential  for  providing  information  relevant  to  the  prehistory  of  Central 
Texas.  No  further  testing  Is  recommended  and  the  site  is  not  considered  eligible  for  the  National 
Roister. 


SITE:  41CV1542 

ENVIRONMENTAL  2SONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  Contact  zone 

ELEVATION:  715  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  120  meters 
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AUtK:  9.300  tqiiare  metera 
VBGETAIKXI:  GraMland  with  scattered  trees 
SITE  TYPE:  Llthlc  scatter 

DESSCRIFTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  llthlc  scatter  exposed  on  an  eroslonal  scar  of 
a  toe  slope  overlooking  Preacher's  Creek.  Most  of  the  site  is  deflated  and  tertiary  flakes  are 
abundant  No  ecofiBu:ts  were  observed  and  burned  rock  density  Is  light  (limestone).  Artifact 
density  Is  medium,  and  artifacts  observed  Include  Type  11  and  in  btfaces.  a  knife  fragment,  an  end 
scraper,  a  core,  a  hammeratone.  and  flakes.  No  artifacts  were  collected.  The  site  Is  reported  to 
be  In  poor  condition  with  80%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion.  The  chronology  of  this  site 
Is  unknown.  One  other  prehistoric  site  occurs  In  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  Is  recorded  as  a  deflated  llthlc  scatter 
overlooking  Preacher’s  Creek.  Because  most  of  the  site  Is  deflated  and  much  a£  the  cultural 
material  occurs  on  the  slopes  and  bottoms  of  eroslonal  cuts  on  the  site,  it  appears  to  have  limited 
potential  for  providing  Information  relevant  to  the  prehistory  of  Central  Texas.  No  further  work 
Is  recommended  and  the  site  Is  not  eligible  for  the  National  Roister. 


SITE:  41CV1543 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Upland 

LANDFORM:  Ridge 

ELEVATION:  880  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  340  meters 

AREA:  300  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area  (0-25%  canopy  closure) 

SITE  TYPE:  Uthlc  scatter 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  llthlc  scatter  on  a  toe  slope  near  an  uimamed 
Intermittent  tributary  of  Owl  Creek.  Some  of  the  Uthlcs  have  been  thermally  altered.  Shovel  tests 
Indicate  Intact  cultural  deposits  are  present.  No  ecofacts  were  observed,  and  burned  rock  density 
Is  Ught.  Artifact  density  Is  medium,  and  artifacts  observed  Include  Type  I  and  n  blfaces.  and 
flakes.  The  onfy  material  collected  were  7  unbumed  and  2  burned  flakes  from  a  shovel  test.  The 
site  Is  reported  to  be  in  fair  condition  with  55%  of  the  surface  area  affected  erosion,  tree 
cutting,  burrowing  mammals,  and  a  trall/road.  The  chronology  of  this  site  is  unknown.  No  other 
prehistoric  site  occurs  In  the  same  quad. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  consists  of  a  llthlc  scatter  on  a  toe  slope 
near  an  unnamed  Intermittent  tributary  of  Owl  Creek.  Shovel  tests  fay  the  surveyors  Indicate  that 
Intact  cultural  materials  are  present.  Further  testing  Is  recommended  to  determine  the  vertical 
and  horizontal  extent  of  the  cultural  deposits.  Until  that  time,  the  site  should  be  considered 
potential^  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 
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rtmiTOMC  HAnSlALCULTimB  DBCOMIOff 


imuoDUcnoN 

Lithic  remains  constitute  the  most  abundant  artifact  cat^ory  recovered  during  the  present 
survey.  Thirty-nine  ctxnplete  and  haginentaiy  projectile  points.  21  broken  or  complete  formal 
tools.  3331  pieces  rtf'  debltage.  and  1 1  pieces  of  burned  rock  were  collected.  The  3211  pieces  of 
debltage  were  recovered  finom  one  knapping  station  at  41CV1540;  a  further  120  pieces  were 
recovered  from  shovel  tests  at  various  sites.  All  burned  rock  was  recovered  during  shovel  testing. 
This  discussion  of  the  recovered  Uthlc  material  concentrates  on  a  morphological  and  technological 
deacnptkm  of  all  pn^ectlle  points  and  formal  tools.  Previous  techniques  of  analysis  used  for  Fort 
Hood  Investigations  are  applied  herein  to  retain  comparability  with  previous  reports.  The 
presentation  of  formal  tool  and  projectile  point  data  Is  altered  from  previous  reports.  Information 
Is  provided  on  raw  material  type,  artifact  form,  and  technology.  The  technological  discussions 
Incorporate  Information  on  techniques  of  artifact  manufacture  and  breakage.  Attempts  are  also 
made  to  determine  causes  of  artifact  breakage:  manufacture,  use.  burning,  or  a  combination  of 
factors. 


HAFTED  BIFACE  CLASSIFICATION 

The  tystem  of  classification  and  description  of  fragmentary  and  complete  hafied  blfaces 
for  this  anatysls  Is  based  upon  a  scheme  developed  Ity  Futato  (1983)  and  applied  by  Ensor  ( 1 987a. 
1987b).  Detail  of  the  theoretical  content  and  methodology  may  be  found  in  Futato  (1983)  and 
Ensor  (1987a).  The  format  for  hafied  blface  descriptions  follows  that  used  by  Ensor  (1987a).  The 
format  Includes  (1)  class  definition  following  Futato  (1983),  (2)  metric  data.  (3)  raw  materials.  (4) 
summary  of  technological  attributes,  and  (5)  a  comments  section  where  the  point  Is  assigned  to 
a  type.  Established  type  names  are  taken  from  Turner  and  Hester  (1985)  and  Suhm  and  Jelks 
(1962).  Descriptions  ^  other  formal  flaked  artifacts  follow  a  similar  format  utilized  by  Ensor 
(1987a).  Metric  and  provenience  data  for  all  projectile  points  are  provided  In  Table  23. 

The  concept  of  clusters,  utilized  In  previous  reports  (Ensor  1987b)  are  retained  In  this 
report.  Projectile  point  clusters  represent  groupings  that  transcend  regional  sequences/  traditions 
and  are  useful  In  interregional  comparisons  (Carlson  et  al.  1987:68).  Ensor  (1987b)  utilized 
chronologies  such  as  Prewitt  (1981)  and  Jelks  (1978)  as  the  basis  for  a  chronolc^  for  Fort  Hood 
data.  A  modified  and  expanded  version  of  the  taxonomic  classification  scheme  presented  In 
Krause  (1985:23).  but  originally  detailed  In  WIH^  and  Phillips  (1958)  was  applied  Ity  Ensor 
(1987b)  In  an  anadysls  of  lithic  material  from  Fort  Hood.  The  reader  is  urged  to  consult  Carlson 
(1987:25-33)  and  others  for  a  discussion  of  the  application  of  this  scheme. 


FLAKED  STONE  ARTIFACT  CLASSIFICATION 

The  classification  ^tem  used  for  flaked  stone  artifacts  other  than  projectile  points  Is 
derived  from  Collins  (1975)  and  Boisvert  et  al.  (1979:60-65)  with  slight  modifications.  This 
classlficatton  system  includes  both  a  technological  and  morphological  analysis  to  develop  formal 
artifact  cat^orles.  Recentty,  this  anafytical  ^tem  has  been  successful^  applied  to  studies  of 
Uthlc  assemblage  varlablUty  for  other  sites  (Ensor  1987a:  Ensor  and  Mueller-Wille  1988;  Fields 
1988;  Saunders  and  Mueller-WlUe  1988).  SeeBolsvertandothers(l979:60-65)andEnsor(1987a) 
for  details  of  the  theoretical  content  and  methodolc^  of  this  classification  scheme.  Metric  and 
basic  provenience  data  for  these  artifacts  are  provided  in  Table  24. 
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Table  23.  Metric  Data  for  Projectile  Points 
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Tidtde24.  Metric  Dito  for  Stone 


8ttc 

Number 

Uthic 

Type 

Catalog 

Number 

Length 

Width 

Thickness 

Weight 

41GV1468 

Untiace 

054-181 

53.0 

29.5 

4.9 

10.9 

41CV1472 

Metate 

054-228 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

41CV1478 

Core 

(»4-218 

71.0 

61.1 

77.5 

88.3 

41C:V1480 

Core 

054-220 

46.7 

40.3 

17.8 

43.1 

41CVDe01 

Clear  Porit  Tool 

054-021 

81.3 

36.3 

23.2 

68.5 

41CV1S0S 

Clear  Foik  Tool 

054-003 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

41CV15(» 

Bifoce  11 

054-006 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

41CV1S05 

Unlface 

054-002 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

41CV1S05 

Unlface 

054-008 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

41CV0092 

Hammeratone 

054-102 

87.4 

58.6 

48.5 

416.1 

41CV1S36 

Mano 

054-119 

0.0 

0.0 

42.1 

0.0 

41CV1540 

Comer  Tan^  Knife 

054-129 

56.0 

27.0 

7.1 

10.2 

41CV1S40 

Bliace  I 

054-237 

0.0 

48.9 

13.0 

34.9 

41CV1S40 

Blfacell 

054-239 

0.0 

0.0 

8.4 

0.0 

41CV1540 

Bliace  II 

054-229 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

41CV1540 

Bliace  II 

054-236 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

41CV1S40 

Bliacen 

054-234 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4ICV1540 

Bliace  11 

054-232 

0.0 

0.0 

13.7 

0.0 

41CV1540 

Blfacell 

054-242 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

41CV1S40 

Blfacell 

054-243 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

41CV1540 

Blface  II 

054-230 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

41CV1S40 

Blface  II 

054-231 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

41CV1540 

Biface  II 

054-235 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

41CV1540 

Bliace  III 

054-241 

0.0 

0.0 

4,7 

0.0 

41CV1540 

Unlface 

054-238 

0.0 

44.0 

9.3 

0.0 

41CV1540 

Core 

054-233 

81.4 

31.8 

46.1 

96.6 

HAFTED  BIFACES 

Paleotndtan  Stage  (9.000  -  5,000  or  6,000  B.C.J 

LANCEOLATE  PALEOINDIAN  CLUSIER  (N»2) 

Enaor  (1987b)  includes  three  types  within  this  cluster.  These  are  Pbzinufew,  GoUmdrina, 
and  Angostura.  Specimens  from  only  one  type  were  recorded  during  this  survey. 

Angostura  (N=2:  illustrated  is  054-1 17‘.  Figure  20;  054-005) 

RawMateriaL  Both  points  are  manufactiued  from  chert. 

Metric  Data:  SeeThble23. 

Fcmn:  Both  specimens  are  proximal  fragments  and  could  not  be  assigned  to  a  particular 
morphological  class.  Basal  edges  are  incurvate  and  lateral  haft  element  edges  are  straight  and 
contracting-  The  cross-sections  of  these  points  are  biconvex. 

Technology:  Collateral  flaking  is  present  on  both  specimens.  One  specimen  is  slightfy  beveled  in 
appearance.  Bending  fractures  are  present  dlstally  on  both,  and  one  specimen  also  exhibits  what 
may  be  an  impact  scar  remnant  along  one  lateral  edge.  Lateral  edge  grinding  extends  the  length 
of  both  fragments. 


'Denotes  catalpg  number. 
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Conmienta:  Tuniar  and  Hester  ( 1985:66)  assigned  Angostumto  the  Late  Paleolndlan  stage  (6.500- 
6.000  B.C.). 

Early  Archaic  Period  (6.000  or  5.000  B.C.  2.500  B.CJ 
MARTINDALE  CLUSTER  (N=3) 

Martindale  Is  the  onty  type  assigned  to  this  cluster  (see  Ensor  1987b).  This  type  is  reported 
to  be  similar  to  other  Early  Archaic  forms  such  as  Bandy  (Turner  and  Hester  1985:69)  and  Uvalde 
(Ensor  1987b:264).  Bandy  appears  more  similar  morphologlcalty  to  Martindale  than  Uvalde. 

Martindale  (N=3:  054-106.  054-107.  054-110.  Figure  20) 

Raw  Material:  All  specimens  are  chert. 

Metric  Data:  See  Table  23. 

Form:  Onty  one  specimen  could  be  assigned  to  a  particular  morphological  class.  Other  pioints 
were  complete  enough  to  type  but  not  to  assign  to  a  class.  The  classed  specimen  possesses 
diagonally  modified  haft  element  edges,  straight  blade  edges,  recuivate  base,  incurvate  barbed 
shoulders,  straight  expanding  lateral  haft  element  edges,  and  a  biconvex  cross-secUon.  The 
fragmentary  ^eclmens  exhibit  similar  shape  characteristics  as  complete  specimens. 
Technology:  Tiiese  artifacts  were  manufactured  by  a  combination  of  hard  and  soft  hammer 
percussion.  Secondary  pressure  flaking  is  present  alorig  the  blade  and  haft  element  edges.  T\vo 
specimens  exhibit  bending  fractures  across  the  blade  and  two  are  heat  altered.  Blade  edges  of  the 
complete  specimen  are  beveled  by  pressure  retouch. 

Comments:  Suhm  and  Jelks  (1962:213)  assigned  Martindale  to  an  age  of  4.000  or  3.000  B.C.  to 
1.000  A.D.  They  also  noted  a  morphological  similarity  to  Frio  and  Uvalde  points.  Turner  and 
Hester  (1985:120)  remarked  that  Bandy  may  be  a  lower  Pecos  variant  of  Martindale. 


WELLS  CLUSTER  (N=l) 

Wells  is  the  onty  type  Included  in  this  cluster.  Ensor  (1987b:264)  states  that  this  point 
seems  to  be  morphologicalty  similar  to  other  types  such  as  MorrHL  Early  Stemmed,  Travis,  and 
Bulverde. 

Wells  (N=l:  054-115.  Figure  20) 

Raw  Material:  This  specimen  Is  chert. 

Metric  Data:  See  Table  23. 

Form:  This  specimen  is  a  proximo-medial  fragment  and  could  not  be  assigned  to  a  morphological 
class.  This  point  does  exhibit  a  diagonally  modified  haft  element,  incurvate  tapered  shoulders, 
and  straight  contracting  lateral  haft  element  edges.  The  stem  and  blade  cross  sections  of  this 
point  are  biconvex. 

Technology:  This  point  was  manufactured  by  a  combination  of  percussion  and  pressure  flaking. 
Secondary  flaking  Is  present  along  the  lateral  edges  of  the  blade  and  stem.  Stem  edges  are  slightly 
ground  and  beveled.  The  blade  and  base  were  broken  in  a  bending  fracture.  Breaks  are  identified 
as  recent  because  they  do  not  exhibit  the  heavy  white  patina  present  on  the  surfaces  of  the  point. 
Comments:  Turner  and  Hester  (1985:157)  assigned  this  type  to  the  Early  Archaic.  Suhm  and 
Jelks  (1962:257)  attributed  Wells  to  the  Archaic. 


Middle  Archaic  Period  (2.500  -  300  B.C.) 


TRAVIS  CLUSTER  (N=2) 

Ensor  (1987b:267)  assigns  both  Travis  and  Nolan  types  to  this  cluster.  These  types  are 
further  related  to  Early  Archaic  forms  such  as  Wells. 

Nolan  (N=2:  054-049.  054-121,  Figure  20) 
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Raw  Material:  Both  specimens  are  chert. 

Metric  Data:  See  Table  23. 

Form:  The  general  form  established  for  Nolan  is  characterized  by  excuivate  blade  edges,  straight 
base.  Incuivate  tapered  shoulders,  and  straight  parallel  lateral  haft  element  edges.  Both  of  these 
specimens  have  biconvex  cross-sections. 

Technology:  These  points  were  manufactured  by  a  combination  of  percussion  and  pressure 
flakliig.  The  blade  edges  of  one  specimen  are  alternate^  beveled  pressure  flaldng  also. 
Comments:  Turner  and  Hester  (1985:132)  assigned  Nolan  to  the  Eaify  Archaic  (4.000  -  2.500 
B.C.).  Pandale  points  may  be  a  Pecos  River  area  variant  of  Nolan. 

PEDERNALES  CLUSTER  (N=7) 

Ensor  ( 1987b:269)  placed  both  Pedemales  and  Buluerde  within  this  cluster.  Both  of  these 
forms  appear  to  be  closely  related  Middle  Archaic  types  at  Fort  Hood.  Th^  are  stmilar  to  other 
earlier  types  such  as  Morrill,  Travis,  Nokffu  Wdls,  and  Early  Stenvned. 

Bulve/de  (N=2:  054-012.  054-048.  Figure  20) 

Raw  Material:  Both  are  chert 
Metric  Data:  See  Table  23. 

Form:  These  artifacts  are  assigned  to  the  same  morphological  class  and  possess  a  diagonally 
modified  haft  element,  excurvate  blade  edges,  an  incurvate  base,  a  straight  parallel  lateral  hall 
element  edges,  and  biconvex  cross-sections. 

Technology:  These  points  were  manufactured  by  percussion  and  pressure  flaking.  Pressure 
flaking  Is  also  present  along  the  lateral  edge  of  one  specimen  that  has  been  dlstalfy  reworked.  The 
stem  and  base  of  one  specimen  are  ground.  Bases  of  both  points  are  wedge-shaped  in  cross- 
section  as  the  result  of  pressure  flaking.  The  blade  of  one  was  broken  In  a  bending  fracture. 
Comments:  Ensor  (1987b:269)  placed  Bulverde  during  the  early  portion  of  the  Middle  Archaic 
period (2,000 - 1,400 B.C.)followlngPrewltt (1981).  Buloendemayalsobepresentduringthelater 
portion  of  the  Early  Archaic  period  (3,000  -  2,500  B.C.)  (Turner  and  Hester  1985:73).  Suhm  and 
Jelks  (1962:169)  noted  a  sirnllarlty  among  Biduerde,  CarroUon  and  Travis  points. 

Pedemales  (N=5:  054-050.  054-116,  054-058,  054-179,  054-209,  Figure  20) 

Raw  Material:  All  specimens  are  chert. 

Metric  Data:  See  Table  23. 

Form:  The  general  form  of  these  four  points  Includes  a  diagonal^  modified  haft  element,  straight 
to  excurvate  blade  edges,  an  incurvate  base,  tapered  or  barbed  shoulders,  and  straight  expanding, 
straight  contracting,  or  expanding  convex  later^  haft  element  edges,  with  biconvex  cross-sections. 
Technology:  All  specimens  were  manufactured  by  percussion  flaking.  Pressure  flaking  is  present 
In  three  specimens  that  have  been  reworked  dlstally.  One  exhibits  alternate^  beveled  stem  and 
blade  edges.  Grinding  Is  present  on  the  basal  and  lateral  haft  element  edges  of  two  specime  3. 
Two  specimens  are  broken.  One  appears  to  have  broken  in  a  bending  fracture  during 
manufacture.  The  other  specimen  exhibits  an  impact  fracture  that  removed  much  of  one  lateral 
edge.  The  blade  was  also  broken  in  a  bending  fracture.  Three  show  signs  of  heat  treatment 
denoted  a  color/luster  change. 

Comments:  Ensor  (1987b:275)  placed  Pedemales  within  the  later  portion  of  the  Middle  Archaic 
(ca.  1.400  -  600  B.C.)  following  the  sequence  developed  Prewitt  (1981:13).  Ensor  also  stated 
that  this  type  could  be  sub-dlvlded  Into  varieties.  Turner  and  Hester  (1985: 139)  assigned  the  type 
to  the  Middle  Archaic  (ca.  2,000 -1,200  B.C.).  Suhmand  Jelks  (1962:237)  gave  Pedemales  an  age 
range  of  4,000  B.C.  -  1,000  A.D. 

Late  Archaic  (300  B.C.  -  A.D.  700) 


CASTROVILLE  CLUSTER  (N=2) 

CastrovlUe  Is  the  only  point  type  assigned  to  this  cluster  (Ensor  1987b:277).  This  type  Is 
assigned  to  the  earty  portion  of  the  Late  Archaic  in  Central  Texas. 
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OistrovOle  (N-2:  054- 122,  054- 123.  Figure  21) 

Raw  Material:  These  specimens  are  chert. 

Metric  Data:  See  Table  23. 

Form:  Onfy  one  point  was  complete  enou^  to  assign  to  a  morphological  class.  This  specimen 
exhibits  a  diagonal^  modified  haft  element.  Haight  blade  edges,  an  excuivate  base,  incurvate 
barbed  shoulders,  and  straight  expanding  lateral  haft  element  edges.  The  fragmentaiy  example 
has  incurvate  barbed  shoulders  and  an  excurvate  base.  The  cross-sections  of  both  specimens  are 
biconvex. 

Technok^:  These  points  were  manufactured  by  a  combination  of  soft  hammer  percussion  and 
pressure  flaking.  Soft  hammer  percussion  created  the  thin,  flattened  cross-sections.  The  haft 
element  was  created  1^  the  removal  of  a  series  of  concholdal  flakes  diagonal  to  the  midline  of  the 
point  and  originating  from  the  basal  plane.  Lateral  edges  were  further  shaped  by  pressure  flakltig. 
The  more  complete  i^ieclmen  has  been  heat  treated;  the  tip  was  broken  in  a  bending  fracture.  The 
fragmentary  point  is  highfy  patlnated  on  one  surface,  but  the  cause  of  breakage  could  not  be 
determined. 

Comments:  Turner  and  Hester  (1985:76)  assigned  CastrwOle  to  the  Late  Archaic  (ca  800  B.C.  - 
400  B.C.). 

Marcos  (N=3:  054-215.  054-131.  054-056.  Figure  21) 

Raw  Material:  All  specimens  are  chert. 

Metric  Data:  See  Table  23. 

Form:  These  points  possess  a  diagonally  modified  haft  element,  straight  to  excurvate  blade  edges, 
a  straight  to  excurvate  base,  incurvate  barbed  shoulders,  straight  to  incurvate  expanding  lateral 
haft  element  edges,  and  flattened,  biconvex  cross-sections. 

Technology:  These  points  were  manufactured  by  soft  hammer  percussion  that  resulted  in  thin 
and  somewhat  flattened  biconvex  cross-sections.  The  haft  elements  were  created  by  the  removal 
of  concholdal  flakes  diagonal  to  the  midline  of  the  points.  Pressure  flaking  is  present  along  the 
basal  edges  of  two  specimens  and  the  lateral  blade  edges  of  one  reworked  specimen.  All  points 
are  fractured  distal^  one  in  a  bending  fracture,  one  by  thermal  fracture  (potlids),  and  one  by 
crushing.  The  basal  edge  of  one  is  ground  and  two  are  heavily  patlnated. 

Comments:  Ensor  (1987b:280)  noted  a  close  morphological  similarity  of  Marcos  to  CastroviUe  and 
Marshall  points.  Prewitt  (1981)  placed  the  Marcos  type  within  the  Late  Archaic  from  ca.  300  B.C.- 
A.D.  150.  Turner  and  Hester  (1985:117  stated  that  this  type  dates  to  the  Transitional  Archaic 
between  600  B.C.  -  A.D.  200. 


Terminal  Archaic  (AD.  150  -  550) 


ENSOR  CLUSTER  (N=3) 

This  cluster  has  been  deflned  to  Include  both  Ensor  and  Frio  types  (Ensor  1987b;284).  No 
Frto  points  were  recovered  during  the  survey.  The  cluster  includes  a  series  of  expanding  haft, 
comer  to  side  notched  forms,  some  retaining  basal  notches.  Ensor  (1987b:284)  also  noted  that 
this  cluster  represents  a  possible  combination  of  Late  Archaic  comer  notching  technology  and  a 
later  side  notching  technology.  No  new  classes  were  established. 

Ensor  (N=3:  054-120.  054-108,  054-132,  Figure  21) 

Raw  Material:  All  specimens  are  chert. 

Metric  Data:  See  Table  23. 

Form:  The  two  morphological  classes  deflned  In  this  stucty  exhibit  diagonalty  modified  haft 
elements,  straight  blade  edges,  straight  to  excurvate  basal  edges,  incurvate  barbed  to  incurvate 
tapered  shoulders,  and  incurvate  expanding  lateral  haft  element  edges.  The  fragmentary 
specimen  possesses  a  dlagonalty  modlfled  haft  element,  a  straight  base,  straight  barbed  shoulders, 
and  incurvate  expanding  lateral  haft  element  edges.  The  cross-sections  of  both  recovered 
specimens  are  biconvex. 
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‘TediwriigSr;  Hieae  points  were  manufactured  by  a  combination  of  soft  hammer  pereusaion  and 
ptCMure  ItailEing.  aerrated  blade  edfles  were  produced  on  two  q)ecliiiens  by  preaaure 

flaking.  Hie  haft  element  was  created  the  removal  of  a  series  of  flakes  riiagnnai  to  the  fniriHw 
of  the  point.  l\vo  polnta  exhibit  distal  impact  fractures  and  one  was  broken  in  a  bending  fracture 
at  the  blade.  One  specimen  was  heat  treated. 

CommeiUs:  Turner  and  Hester  (1985:94)  included  the  £nsor  type  within  the  TranslUoiud  Archaic 
(ca.  200  B.C.  -  A.D.  600  or  later).  Ensor  (1987b:284).  after  Prewitt  (1985:215).  assigned  this  type 
to  the  later  portion  of  the  Late  Archaic  from  about  150  B.C.  -  A.D.  550. 

Late  PrOOstoric  Period  (AD.  750  -  1 750) 


SCALLORN  CLUSTER  (N=7) 

Scallom  Is  the  only  point  Included  In  this  cluster  (Ensor  1987b:293).  This  point  type  has 
a  wide  distribution  over  much  of  Texas  (Turner  and  Hester  1985). 

Sca[(om(N=7:  Illustrated  are  054-222. 054-126. 054-127. 054-124. 054-240. 054-125.  Figure  21; 
054-007) 

Raw  Material:  All  specimens  are  chert. 

Metric  Data:  See  Table  23. 

Form:  The  morpholc^cal  characteristics  of  these  points  include  dlagonalty  modified  haft 
elements,  straight,  excurvate.  or  Incurvate  blade  edges,  straight  or  excurvate  bases.  Incurvate 
barbed  shoulders,  and  straight  to  Incurvate  expanding  lateral  haft  element  edges  and  biconvex 
to  flattened  cross-sections. 

Technology:  These  points  were  manufactured  exclusively  by  pressure  flaking.  Blade  edges  are 
serrated  on  two  specimens.  The  haft  element  was  created  by  the  removal  of  small  pressure  flakes 
diagonal  to  the  midline  of  the  point.  All  of  the  points  are  well  thinned  and  shap^.  The  blades 
of  two  are  broken  by  bending  fractures.  One  specimen  Is  burned  and  exhibits  a  heat  fracture 
along  a  lateral  edge  of  the  blade.  Potlld  scars  are  also  present  on  the  surface  of  the  point. 
COTunents:  Prewitt  (1981)  and  Ensor  (1987b:293)  included  this  point  within  the  early  portion  of 
the  Late  Prehistoric  after  about  A.D.  800  until  1300.  Turner  and  Hester  (1985:189)  also  placed 
It  In  the  Late  Prehistoric,  but  from  A.D.  700  to  1200.  ScaUom  is  also  associated  with  the  Austin 
phase  of  this  period.  Suhm  and  Jelks  (1962:285)  listed  its  age  range  from  A.D.  500  to  1200. 

Generxil  Archaic 

Untyped  Dart  Points  (N=8:  fllustrated  are  054-208.  054-118,  054-109.  054-059.  054-104.  054- 
057,  054-178.  Figure  21;  054-004) 

This  category  Includes  complete  and  fragmentary  specimens  that  could  not  be  idenUfted 
to  arty  known  or  established  type.  Their  assignment  to  the  general  Archaic  is  based  on 
technology,  size,  and  overall  form. 

Raw  Material:  All  are  chert. 

Metric  Data:  See  Table  23. 

Form:  One  i^edmen  was  fi:agmentaiy  and  all  specimens  have  biconvex  cross-sections. 
Technology:  These  points  were  manufactured  by  percussion  or  percussion  and  pressure  flaking. 
Three  were  broken  In  a  bending  fracture  and  the  blade  of  one  was  snapped  in  compression. 
Comments;  One  specimen  each  resembles  a  Nolan.  Dari,  and  an  Ensor.  The  remaining  specimens 
resemble  no  known  type. 


General  Late  Prehistoric 

Untyped  Arrow  Points  (N=3;  054-105.  054-130, 054-128,  Figure  21) 

This  category  also  includes  complete  and  fragmentary  specimens  that  could  not  deftnitety 
be  assigned  to  an  established  type.  They  are  identified  as  arrow  points  on  the  basis  of  technology, 
size,  and  overall  shape. 
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Raw  Material:  All  are  chert. 

Metric  Data:  See  Table  23. 

Form:  No  morphological  classes  are  defined  for  this  section.  Cross-sections  are  flattened. 
Technokigsr:  AU  specimens  were  manufactured  by  pressure  flaking.  The  halt  element  of  one  was 
broken  m  a  bending  fracture.  Another  has  no  barbs  and  has  been  reworked  dlstally.  The  siiigle 
cooqilete  specimen  is  triangular  and  has  a  single  comer  notch  created  pressure  flaking  and 
a  barb  on  one  lateral  edge. 

Comments:  All  may  be  examples  of  broken  and  reworked  ScaUom  points. 


OTHER  FORMAL  ARTIFACT  TYPES 

Comer  Tcum  Kntfe  (Nsl:  054-129.  Figure  22)  (Fort  Hood  Lithlc  Cat^oiy  32) 

Raw  Material:  Chert. 

Metric  Data:  See  Table  24. 

Form:  This  specimen  was  manufactured  from  a  flake  blank.  A  portion  of  the  ventral  surface  is 
still  visible.  The  blade  edges  and  base  of  the  knife  are  excurvate.  the  base  of  the  tang  is  excurvate. 
and  the  lateral  edges  of  the  hall  element  are  incurvate.  The  blade  is  lenticular  in  cross-section. 
Technology:  This  single  example  was  manufactured  by  a  percussion  technique. 

Pressure  flaking  was  used  to  create  the  notches  and  refine  the  blade  edges.  The  distal  Up  was 
broken  by  a  transverse  fracture.  Maximum  thickness  occurs  at  the  base  of  the  knife  while 
minimum  thickness  occurs  at  the  distal  erxi.  The  locaUons  of  these  maximum  thicknesses  and 
the  presence  of  the  ventral  surface  remnant  indicate  that  the  proximal  end  of  the  flake  blank 
serv^  as  the  locaUon  of  the  base  c£  the  knife. 

Comments:  This  ^ledtaien  appears  to  have  been  heavily  reworked.  Comer  tang  knives  are  a 
diagnostic  artifact  of  the  Late  Archaic  for  this  region  (Turner  and  Hester  1985:210). 

Croup  I  Biface  (N=l:  054-237.  Figure  22)  (Fort  Hood  Uthlc  Category  38) 

Raw  Material:  Chert. 

Metric  Data:  See  Table  24. 

Form:  This  specimen  retains  the  shape  of  the  original  flake  blank  as  well  as  a  remnant  of  the 
ventral  surface. 

Technology:  Only  the  initial  stages  of  reducUon  are  present  on  this  artifact,  which  appears  to  have 
broken  during  manufacture.  During  shaping  cf  the  base,  or  proximal  end  of  the  flake,  a  blow  was 
delivered  to  the  edge  that  carried  the  fiacture  too  far  resulting  in  an  overshot  fracture  or 
outrepossejust  above  the  base.  Cortex  is  still  present  on  both  lateral  edges. 

Comments:  Breakage  probably  occurred  during  basal  thinning. 

Croup n Btface  (N=l  1:  illustrated  are  054-232. 054-239.  054-234.  Figure  22;  054-229.  054-230. 
054-231.  054-236,  054-006.  054-242,  054-243.  054-235)  (Fort  Hood  Uthlc  Category  39) 

Raw  Material:  All  specimens  are  chert. 

Metric  Data:  See  Table  24. 

Form:  The  original  form  of  these  artifacts  could  not  be  determined  because  of  their  fragmentary 
condition. 

Technology:  This  group  is  composed  offragmentsofprimary  stage  bifaces.  ReducUon  techniques 
Include  both  hard  and  soft  hammer  percussion.  Six  specimens  were  broken  during  manufacture. 
Manufacturing  ernns  of  these  six  include  transverse  breaks  or  snap  fractures  (N=4).  a 
comblnaUon  of  perverse  break  and  thermal  fracture  (N=l).  and  perverse  break  (N=l).  An 
addiUorud  five  specimens  could  not  be  assigned  with  ar^  certainty  to  manufacturing  errors. 
Fracture  types  for  these  specimens  Include  transverse  breaks  or  snap  (N^S),  a  comblnaUon  of 
transverse  break  and  thermal  fracture  (N=l).  and  transverse  break  (N=l). 

Comments:  Since  these  are  considered  to  represent  unfinished  artifacts  it  is  highfy  probable  that 
all  spectaKns  are  manufacturing  errors. 
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Croup  JDF Bffiace  (N^l:  054-241.  Figure  22)  (Port  Hood  Lithlc  Cat^oiy  40) 

RawMaterlak  Chert. 

Metric  Data:  See  Table  24. 

Ponn:  This  artifact  was  manufactured  from  a  flake. 

Technology:  This  Is  a  distal  fragment  a  secondary  bliace  with  secondary  trimming  represented 
fay  pressure  flaking  along  the  lateral  edges.  The  specimen  seems  to  have  broken  in  a  transverse 
break  during  manufacture. 

Comments:  This  specimen  may  represent  a  fragment  of  a  dart  point  preform. 

Clear  Fbrk  Tool  (Ns2:  illustrated  is  054-021.  Figure  22;  054-003)  (Fort  Hood  Lithlc  Category  43) 
Raw  Material:  Both  specimens  are  chert. 

Metric  Data:  See  Table  24. 

Form:  One  example  Is  an  oval  blface.  biconvex  In  cross-section.  fThls  specimen  Is  illustrated  In 
Figure  22.  The  other  tool  retains  the  shape  of  the  original  flake  blank  and  plano-convex  In 
cross-section. 

Technology:  Clear  Fbrk  Tbols  as  a  type  commonly  occur  In  both  bifacial  and  unlfacial  forms 
CTumer  and  Hester  1985:205).  The  btfadal  specimen  recovered  during  the  present  survey  was 
manufactured  fay  hard  hammer  percussion.  Ihe  bit  angle  is  67  d^rees  and  has  been  retouched 
hard  hammer  percussion.  Flake  scar  removal  gives  the  bit  a  scooped  out  or  concave 
appearance  while  the  bit  edge  is  slightly  convex.  The  unlfacial  specimen  still  retains  cortex  on  the 
platform  and  was  manufactured  from  a  hard  hammer  percussion  flake.  The  bit  edge  was 
retouched  by  hard  hammer  percussion  and  Is  slight)^  convex  In  cross  section. 

Comments:  This  tool  form  occurs  frxnn  the  Paleolndlan  to  Earfy  Archaic  periods  and  into  the 
Middle  Archaic  (see  Turner  and  Hester  1985:205). 

Uniface  (N=4:  Illustrated  are  054-238.  054-181,  Figure  22;  054-002.  054-008)  (Fort  Hood  Uthlc 
Category  46) 

Raw  Material;  All  specimens  are  chert. 

Metric  Data:  See  Table  24. 

Form:  All  tools  of  this  category  were  manufactured  from  flakes.  The  retouched  end  is  plano¬ 
convex  In  cross  section  and  convex  In  edge  outline. 

Technology:  These  tools  have  all  been  retouched  by  hard  hammer  percussion  on  the  distal  end 
of  the  flake  blank.  None  retain  a  bulb  of  percussion.  One  specimen  Is  retouched  on  all  edges  and 
has  a  beak  or  projection  that  may  have  served  as  a  graver  or  perforator.  The  retouch  angle  for  the 
distal  end  of  this  tool  75  d^ees.  Another  specimen  Is  fragmentary,  missing  the  proximal  end  and 
a  portion  of  a  lateral  edge.  The  retouch  angle  ranges  from  53-74  d^rees.  Retouch  on  this 
specimen  is  more  Invasive  onto  the  dorsal  surface  of  the  flake  than  the  other  specimens. 
Qmiments:  This  cat^ory  is  Identical  to  Urrtface  Scraper  of  previous  reports  for  Fort  Hood.  The 
current  term  Is  used  to  avoid  fimctional  cormotations.  This  tool  form  undoubtedly  spans  the 
entire  range  of  prehistory  for  the  Fort  Hood  area  (Ensor  1987b:303). 

Metate  (Nal:  054-228)  (Fort  Hood  Uthlc  Cat^ory  47) 

Raw  Material:  Fos^Uferous  sandstone. 

Metric  Data:  See  Table  24. 

Fonn:  This  specimen  has  a  roughty  oval  shape. 

Tedmology:  This  j^iedmen  was  shaped  by  pecking.  The  working  surface  of  this  artifact  Is  flat. 
Identifying  it  as  a  slab-fype  metate.  This  surface  has  also  been  pecked  to  renew  the  abrasive 
quality.  One  end  has  been  posslbfy  fractured  by  burning. 

Comments:  These  tools  occur  throughout  the  Archaic  and  Late  Prehistoric  periods  (Ensor 
1987b:307). 

Mono  (Nsl:  054-119,  Figure  23)  (Fort  Hood  Uthlc  Cat^iy  48) 

Flaw  Material:  Sandstone: 

Metric  Data:  See  Table  24. 
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Form:  Shape  could  not  be  determined  due  to  the  fira^tnentaiy  condition  of  the  artifact.  The  end 
of  the  firagonent  is  convex  and  is  plano-convex  in  cross  sectkm. 

Technology:  This  ^lecimen  is  an  end  firagoient  of  a  mano  with  two  working  surfaces:  one  convex 
and  the  other  relath^fy  flattened.  The  edge  ofthe  fragment  appears  to  have  been  heavi^  battered. 
Comments:  These  a^acts  occur  throu^iout  the  Archaic  and  Late  Prehistoric  periods  (Ensor 
1987b:307). 

Hanunerstane  (N«l:  054-102,  Figure  23)  (Fort  Hood  Lithic  Categoy  53 
Raw  Material:  Dense  Quartzite. 

Metric  Data:  See  Table  24. 

Ponn:  This  ^ecimen  is  a  roughly  sub-rectangular  to  oval  nodule. 

Tedinology:  There  is  no  evidence  of  deliberate  shaping  present.  Oae  end  has  been  fractured, 
exposing  the  interior  of  the  nodule.  Moderately  battered  areas  are  present  on  the  opposirig  end 
of  the  nodule  also. 

Comments:  These  implements  were  prdbably  used  in  a  variety  of  tasks,  inchidirig  tool 
manufacture  aiul  occur  throughout  tte  ratire  prehistoric  sequence  at  Fort  Hood  (Ensor 
1967b:307). 

Cofvs  (N«3:  054-220. 054-218. 054-233.  Figure  23)  (Port  Hood  Lithic  Cat^oiy  55) 

Raw  Material:  All  spedmens  are  chert. 

Metric  Data:  See  Table  24. 

Form:  These  qiedmens  are  considered  to  be  expended  cores.  One  qiecimen  may  be  a  recycled 
core  or  ccne  fragtnent  This  specimen  is  burned,  but  two  distinct  episodes  of  flake  removal  are 
evident.  The  most  recent  flake  removals  have  renaoved  much  of  the  patination  and  native  flake 
scar  features  of  previous  reduction.  Two  directions  of  current  flake  removal  are  present,  with  no 
platform  preparation.  The  second  core  retains  amne  cortex  cm  one  surface.  Two  (flrectlons  of  flake 
removal  are  also  present  on  this  core.  The  final  (qrectmen  may  be  a  spall  utilized  as  a  core.  Only 
one  direction  of  flake  removal  is  evident.  No  platform  preparation  is  present.  A  slight  lustre  on 
the  flake  scar  surfaces  may  indicate  that  it  has  been  thermally  altered. 

Comments:  These  artifacts  represent  the  nuclei  fimn  rdiich  flakes  were  removed  for  tool 
manufacture.  They  ate  piimartly  the  residue  of  flake  production. 
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TilKL: 


TARL  trln(»nlal  site  number  (If  available). 


FBLD: 

BASTgDAD: 

NOSTBOUAD: 

PBOJBCT: 

BASmiQ: 

NORTHlIfO; 

DKAIRAGB: 

ENV.ZONB: 

CKK_CR8T: 


SITE  field  number  (If  available). 

Quad  Easdng  (southeastern  comer  of  square  kilometer,  to  be  read  X  1000  m). 
Quad  Northing  (same  as  above). 

Project  (most  recenfi.  There  are  nine  choices:  *’FY78,"  fiscal  year  1978:  ”BS78." 
"brave  shield"  sample  of  1978;  TY79."  fiscal  year  1979:  "F80S."  spring  of  fiscal 
year  1980;  "F80F."  fall  of  fiscal  year  1980;  "FY81."  fiscal  year  1981;  *FY82."fiscaI 
year  1982;  "FY83."  fiscal  year  1983;  and  "FY84."  fiscal  year  1984. 

UTM  Easting  (The  most  precise  location  of  the  site’s  center,  rounded  to  the 
nearest  10  m). 

UTM  Northing  (same  as  above). 

Drainage-  This  is  the  nuyor  drainage  whose  basin  contains  the  site.  There  are 
five  choices: 

1  -  Leon  River 

2  -  Owl  Creek 

3  •  Cowhouse  Creek 

4  -  Nolan  Creek 

5  -  Lampasas  River 

Environmental  Zone.  This  Is  a  broad  classification  divided  Into  three  choices: 

1  -  Lowland  (a  zone  devised  Fort  Hood  archaeologists  to  portray  the 

bcktomland  associated  with  perennial  and  intermittent  streams) 

2  -  Intermediate  upland  (land  higher  than  the  lowland  zone,  but  not  including 

the  bedded,  massive  limestone  found  in  certain  portions  of  Fort  Hood) 

3  >  Upland  (the  bedded,  massive  limestone  coded  "1"  on  the  Engineering 

Geolqgy  maps  of  Fort  Hood) 

Creek/Crest  Classification.  This  locates  a  site  In  nearest  relation  to  a  m^or 
drainage  or  a  topographic  divide  separating  drainages. 

1  -  Creek 
2 -Crest 
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LANDFORM: 


POSITION: 

ELEVATION: 

VEG.ZONE: 


Landform.  These  are  physiographic  headings  defined  by  the  Fort  Hood 
archaeologists.  As  a  refinement  of  the  Environmental  Zone,  the  initial  coding  here 
has  been  based  on  notes.  Certain  categories  occasional^  overlap  to  present 
problems  for  coders.  Also,  identification  of  various  terrace  types  (codes  8- 10)  was 
difficult  and  the  general  terrace  code  (7)  was  used  more  often.  Many  sites  appear 
In  rather  nondescript  physiographic  setting,  and  the  slope  designation 
(Intermediate  Upland,  code  15)  was  common.  Because  the  codes  below  may  be 
formed  into  new  variables  by  the  computer,  divisions  such  as  that  between 
"hillock"  and  "knoll"  can  be  easily  adjusted. 

1  -  Outlier  (may  include  eroded  buttes) 

2  -  Buttes  (cf.  Reed  Mountain  near  Quad  E24/N52) 

3  -  Rldge/Plateau  (these  may  be  large  areas  and  correspond  to  bedded 

massive  limestone) 

4  -  Bench  (upland  associated) 

5  -  Spur  (upland  associated) 

6  -  Draw  (upland  associated) 

7  -  Terrace  (see  discussion  above) 

8  -  Primary  Terrace 

9  -  Secondary  Terrace 

10  -  Tertiary  Terrace 

1 1  -  Rudimentary  Terrace  (usually  not  visible  on  maps) 

12  -  Escarpment  Edge  (bedded  massive  limestone  escarpments) 

13  -  Hillock  (considered  slightly  larger  than  a  knoll) 

14  -  Knoll 

15  -  Slope  (Intermediate  Upland,  see  discussion  above) 

16  -  Interfluvial  (type  of  slope) 

17  -  Bank  (type  of  slope - on  edge  of  intermittent  stream) 

18  -  Drainage  Divide  (area  between  two  major  watersheds) 

Position.  This  locates  the  site  relative  to  the  landform.  For  example,  a  site  may 
be  at  the  base  of  a  butte. 

1  -  Top 

2  -  Slope 

3  -  Base 

Elevation  (feet). 

Vegetation  Zone.  These  categories  were  mterpreted  directly  from  the 
Environmental  Ground  Tactical  Data  Maps  of  Fort  Hood.  The  numerical  codes 
and  titles  used  here  are  those  of  the  maps. 

1  -  Baregrounds 

2  -  Croplands 

3  -  Grasslands 

4  -  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 

5  -  Wooded  area  (  0-  25%) 

6  -  Wooded  area  (25-  50%) 

7  -  Wooded  area  (50-  75%) 

8  -  Wooded  area  (75-100%) 

9  -  Thick  brush 
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DI8T_P_W: 

N.WATBR: 

D18T_N_W: 

AREA: 

EXPOSURE: 


Poraolal  W^er.  The  fint  (dedmal  place)  niunber  of  the  codes  Is  equivalent  to 
the  nu^or  Drainage  coding  of  cohinms  29-30.  Numbers  have  been  added  to  foim 
series  of  less  perennial  drainages  vriilch  connect  to  the  nuyor  drainage.  Minor 
perennial  drainages  are  defined  by  any  occurrence  of  the  solid  or  long-dashed 
blue  lines  indicated  on  the  basic  terrain  maps  of  Fort  Hood.  Intermittent  streams 
and  water  courses  shown  by  dotted  lines  are  not  included. 

10  -  Leon  River 

1 1  -  Shoal  Creek 

20  -  Owl  Creek  (below  Preacher's  Creek) 

21  -  Preacher's  Creek  (below  southern  edge  of  quad  E29/N57) 

22  -  Flint  Creek  (below  southern  edge  of  quad  E39/N57) 

30  -  Cowhouse  Creek 

31  -  Brown's  Creek  (below  eastern  center  of  quad  E19/N55) 

32  -  House  Creek  (below  eastern  center  of  quad  E19/N55) 

33  -  Table  Rock  Creek  (western  edge  of  quad  E2/N56) 

34  -  Settlement  Branch  (tributary  of  Table  Rock,  below  center  of  quad  E0/N53) 

35  -  Bee  House  Creek  (west  of  Fort  Hood  near  quad  E6/N61) 

36  -  Stampede  Creek 

37  -  Tributary  to  Stampede  Creek 

38  -  T\vo  Year  Old  Creek 

39  -  Waddle  Hollow 

40  -  Nolan  Creek 

41  -  North  Nolan  Creek  (below  stock  tank  In  quad  E31/N47) 

42  -  South  Nolan  Creek  (below  quad  E19/N43) 

43  -  Tributary  of  South  Nolan  Creek  (below  quad  E19/N43) 

50  -  Lampasas  River 

51  -  Clear  Creek  (below  northeastern  comer  of  quad  E5/N31) 

52  -  Reese  Creek  (below  southern  edge  of  quad  E16/N32) 

60  -  Cottonwood  Creek 

61  -  Unnamed  tributary  to  Cottonwood  Creek 

Distance  to  Perermlal  Water  (m).  This  is  a  straight  measurement  in  meters  from 
the  site  to  the  nearest  perennial  water,  using  the  same  drainages  offered  above. 
Note  that  the  nearest  perennial  water  is  not  always  the  drainage  basin  that 
contains  the  site. 

Nearest  Water  (m).  Drainages  as  above  (perennial  water),  on 

1  -  Intermittent  Creek  (shown  by  orange  dotted  lines  on  the  basic  terrain 

maps  of  Fort  Hood) 

2  -  Sprl^ 

Many  sites  are  near  intermittent  creeks  (1)  which  are  very  minor  watercourses, 
normally  dry. 

Distance  to  Nearest  Water  (m).  This  is  a  measurement  to  the  drainage  identified 
as  nearest  water. 

Area  (square  meters,  obtained  from  site  records) 

Exposure.  Coded  or  commented  on  in  site  records,  this  is  an  assessment  of  the 
site's  ground  cover  and  visibility. 

1  -  Poor 

2  -  Fair 

3  -  Good 
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COHPmi: 


PCTjmT: 

8LOFB: 


TTPB: 


imo: 

FEATURE: 


Condition.  An  aasesoment  of  the  site’s  condition  was  coded  from  the  most  recent 
field  notes. 

1  •  Destroyed 

2  -  Pom- 
3 -Fair 

4  -  CkKXl 

5  -  Excellent 

%  Disturbed.  This  Is  ajudgmental  assessment  made  by  the  field  recorders. 

Slope.  The  basic  terrain  ms^  of  Port  Hood  provide  a  ground  slope  classlflcatlon 
of  six  choices: 

1  -  0  -  3%  (basically  flat) 

2  -  3  - 10% 

3  -  10  -  30% 

4  -  30  -  45% 

5  -  45  -  100% 

6-  1001-% 

Site  Type.  The  most  appropriate  qualitative  label  is  coded  here  for  prehistoric  or 
historic  sites.  The  coding  here  is  jHosently  incomplete  but  will  have  great 
importance  for  the  stu<fy  ^  site  functions.  To  allow  for  future  cat^ories.  the 
prehistoric  series  begins  at  zero,  and  historic  sites  b^(lns  with  50. 

0  -  Unknown 

1  -  Cave 

2  -  Rockshelter 

3  -  Petroglyph 

4  -  Pictograph 

5  -  Midden 

6  -  Burned  rock  scatter  with  no  Uthlcs 

7  -  Burned  rock  scatter  with  Uthlcs 

8  -  Sirtgle  burned  rock  mound 

9  -  Multiple  burned  rock  mounds 

10  -  Lithlc  scatter  (chlpplrig  debris) 

1 1  -  Lithlc  quarry  (on-slte  lithlc  resources) 


CULTURAL  VARIABLES 

Site  Field  Number 

Features  Present: 

1  -  Slab  hearth 

2  -  Burned  rock  midden 

3  -  Burned  rock  hearth 

4  -  Binned  clay  hearth 

5  -  SheU  concentrations 

6  -  Rock  calm 

7  -  Numbers  3  and  5  above 

8  -  "WallVwlndbreak 

9  -  Midden  associated  with  rock  shelter 
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A  »  AlMwnt 

1  >  PiMem 

Bone 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 


Shell 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Artifact  Density 
0  -  None 

1  -  Low 

2  -  Medium 
3-Hl^ 

Burned  Rock 
0  -  Absent 

1  -U^t 

2  -  Medium 

3  -  Heavy 

Flakes 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Chips 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Blfaceiype  1 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Blfaceiype  2 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

BllaceType  3 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 


Borer 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Biface  Scraper 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 


Othor  Modffied  »face 
0  'Absent 
1  •  Present 


IMUKT:  Dart  Point 

0  'Absent 


1 '  Present 


AWWW:  Arrow  Point 

0  'Absent 
1 '  Present 


BLANK:  Blanir 


0  'Absent 
1 '  Present 


■KJFLAXB:  Flake  with  Retouch 

0  'Absent 
1  -  Present 

>JBIA1»:  Blade  with  Retouch 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

SjBCKAPK:  Side  ScrE4)er 

0  'Absent 
1  '  Present 


B.acaiAPR: 

QKAVBR: 

BOKni: 


End  Scraper 
0  -  Abi^t 
1 '  Present 

Graver 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Buim 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 


OTBER.UN: 


Other  Unlface 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 


Core 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 


Hammer 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 
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1  -  Pmoat 


MAMO:  Mano 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

MBTiHS:  Metate 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

CKBOjnOlf :  Other  Ground  Stone 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

OfTKKVAL;  Number  of  5  m  SamphQg  Intervals 

unatMM:  Debttage  Count  (total) 

TOCMLS:  Tool  Count  (total) 

BCX^ACTS;  Ecofact  Count  (total) 

B_ROCK:  Burned  Rock 

0  -  Absent 

1  -  Present.  U^t 

2  -  Present,  heavy 

NOTE:  Code  as  light  if  burned  rock  present  In  any  location.  Code  as  heavy  only 
If  heavy  is  the  modal  value  for  the  transect. 


CHRONOLOGICAL  COMPONENTS 

For  each  possible  component  leave  blank  If  the  component  is  not  represented  at 
the  site.  If  the  conponent  Is  present,  code  the  number  of  diagnostics  from  the 
site  which  Indicate  this  time  {^od. 

PALBO:  Paleoindlan 

ARCHAIC:  General  Archaic 

BJtRCH:  Earty  Archaic 

l|>RCH:  Middle  Archaic 

Late  Archaic 

TjIRCH:  Teiminal  Archaic 

L_PRHH18:  Late  Prehistoric 

AUSTIN:  Austin  Phase 


Toyah  Ftiaae 
Middle  to  Late  Ardialc 

tf  a  particular  attribute  or  feature  la  not  present  on  the  atte.  leave  the  field  blank. 
If  it  la  present,  code  1  for  preaent/abaent  attributes  (e.g..  llthic  scatter  and  Uthic 
procunemettf)  and  the  number  of  features  for  the  others  (e.g..  the  number  of 
mounds  or  rockahekera). 

Scatter  (tf  llthic  debitage 

Scatter  of  burned  rock 

Rockaheker  or  cave 

Evidence  of  llthic  procurement  or  llthic  resources  are  available  on  or  adjacent  to 
the  site 

Spring  nearby 

Cultural  midden  (e.g..  burned  rock,  charcoal,  ash.  bone) 


Prehistoric  Sites  Recorded  in  Delivery  Order  1C  Survey  (Cultural  Infonsation) 
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Prehistoric  Sites  Recorded  in  Delivery  Order  10  (Cultural  Infonsation) 
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Prahlscoric  SitM  Recordad  in  Oallvaxy  Ordar  10  (Cultural  Inforaacion) 
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Pr^lscorle  Sttn  Meordad  in  Delivary  Order  10  (BnvlrooMntal  XnforaatloB) 
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PrahltCorlc  Sicaa  Racordad  In  Dallvary  Order  10  (Envlronaental  Inforaation) 
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Prehistoric  Sites  Recorded  In  Delivery  Order  10  (Environmental  Information) 
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laWVBIONIilBIflAL  ZO^  Intennediate  ufdand 
LANDPORM:  OutUer 
ELEVATION:  750  feel 

NEAREST  WATER  PISTANCE):  4100  meters 
AREA*  900  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area  (0-25%  canopy  closure) 

SITE  TYPE:  Isolated  features 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  the  remains  oi  a  conent  stock  tank,  limestone 
circular  stock  tank,  the  well  d  a  windmill,  and  burned  historic  trash.  The  cement  on  top  of  the 
wan  d  the  tank  bears  the  date  "4/23/25"  with  the  name  "Carl"  to  the  right  of  the  date.  Other 
letters  are  present  but  are  not  dlscemable.  No  domestic  vegetation  is  recorded  and  artifact  density 
is  low.  ObMived  artifacts  include  stonewares,  lavender  glass,  and  decorative  molded  milk  glass. 
No  artifacts  were  collected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  fair  condition  with  50%  of  the  surface  area 
affected  by  modem  military  activities  and  the  dismantling  of  the  windmill. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  consists  of  some  Isolated  ranching  features. 
It  is  not  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 


81TB:  41CV0e00 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDPORM:  Outlier 

ELEVATION:  735  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  pISTANCE):  200  meters 

AREA  14,500  square  meters 


VEGETATION:  Wooded  area 


SITE  TYPE:  Cemetery  and  Farm/Ranch 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  is  a  multicomponent  historic  site.  Features  include  the 
Brown  cemetery.  2  cut  flagstone  piles,  a  cistern,  and  1  recent  burial  with  limestone  headstone 
(posable  a  Joke  burial  frtm  an  army  encampment).  No  domestic  vegetation  is  recorded,  and 
artifact  density  is  high.  Observed  artifacts  Include  coarse  earthenwares,  decorated  whitewares. 
bottle  glass,  laverKler  glass,  buckles,  snaps,  farm  machinery,  gun  cartridges,  a  muleshoe,  flat 
glass,  foundation  materials  (cut  limestone),  fence  staples,  concrete  house  steps,  cut  nails,  barbed 
wire,  wooden  posts,  and  a  chain  link  fence  surrounding  the  cemetery.  Burial  information  on  1 
grave  markor  (marble)  includes  the  name  d  Nimrod  Brown,  bom  March  29,  1796  and  died  in 
1873.  The  other  marker  (also  marble)  includes  the  name  Gracy  Brown,  bom  October  19.  1796 
and  died  on  Jufy  8,  1868.  Collected  artifacts  Include  1  flow  blue  ceramic,  3  edged  feathers.  1 
glass  marble,  ar^  2  transfer-ware  fragments.  The  cemetery  is  reported  to  be  in  good  condition. 


The  fann/ranch  area  is  reported  to  be  in  fair  amdttkm  with  70%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by 
road  construction,  amy  maneuvers,  and  erosion. 


ASSESSMENTS  AND  RE^^4MENDATIONS:  Since  the  site  contains  the  Brown  cemeteiy  and 
artifacts  from  the  latter  part  of  the  nineteenth  century,  the  site  be  for  the  National 

Register.  Although  the  surface  of  the  site  has  been  disturbed  the  cistern  may  contain  sealed 
deposits  from  the  earlier  part  of  the  site  occupation. 


8ITB:  41CV0617 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 
LANDFORM;  Outlier 
ELEVATION:  800  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  2040  meters 
AREIA:  1 1800  square  meters 
VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 
SITETTPE:  Farm/Ranch 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  two  separate  scatters  of  historic  and 
ceramics  on  lower  eastern  and  western  slopes  of  a  hlU.  In  addition,  a  possible  concrete  cistern 
is  present  on  the  west  end  of  the  site  mainly  filled  with  military  tradi.  No  dnmeftfir  vegetation  is 
recorded  and  artifact  density  is  medium.  Artifacts  observed  include  undecorated  whltewares. 
decorated  whltewares,  stonewares,  porcelain,  bottle  glass  (necld,  lavender  glass,  medicine  bottles, 
milk  glass  lid  liners,  shell  buttons,  cast  ircm  stove  parts,  and  flat  glass.  No  artifacts  were 
collected.  The  site  is  repotted  to  be  m  poor  condition  with  95%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by 
modem  military  activities,  land  clearance  and  erosion. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  Military  Impacts  to  the  surface  of  the  site  and 
military  dumping  in  the  concrete  dstem  greatty  reduce  the  research  potential  of  this  site.  It  does 
not  appear  to  be  eligible  for  the  National  R^t^r  of  Historic  Places. 

SITE:  41CV0953 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 
LANDFORM:  Outlier 
ELEVATION:  905  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  5700  meters 
AREA:  65(X)  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area  (25-50%  canopy  closure) 

SITE  TYPE:  Farm/Ranch 


138 


DMjCRIPnVB  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  concrete  circular  stock  tank,  a  possible 
buddosed  house  foundation,  trash  dump,  and  a  thin  historic  artifact  scatter.  No  domestic 
vegetation  is  recorded  and  artifact  density  is  low.  Observed  artifacts  Include  decorated 
whltewares.  decorated  whitewares  (blue  transfer  -  pint  and  handpainted).  bottle  glass  (bases), 
lavender  glass,  milk  glass  lid  liners,  blue,  dark  and  clear  glass,  barrel  hoops  buckets,  tin  cans, 
miscellaneous  large  pipes,  brick,  flat  glass,  fence  staples,  cut  and  wire  nails,  and  wooden  posts. 
No  artifacts  were  coUected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  poor  condition  with  85%  of  the  surface 
area  affected  by  land  clearance  (bulldozing). 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  absence  of  subsurface  features  and  the  heavlfy 
disturbed  surface  suggest  that  the  site  is  not  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 


SITE:  41CV1470 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  General  slope 

ELEVATION:  775  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  620  meters 

AREA*  475  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Grassland  with  scattered  trees 

SITE  TYPE:  Farm/Ranch 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  Ihls  Site  includes  the  remains  of  a  stone  house  foimdatlon.  a  hand- 
dug  well,  and  a  more  recent  windmill  well.  No  domestic  vegetation  is  recorded  and  artifact  densi^ 
is  low.  Observed  artifacts  include  stonewares,  undecorated  and  decorated  whltewares  with 
makers  marks,  bottle  glass,  cold-cream  Jars,  condiment  jars/bottles,  lavender  glass,  tableware, 
gun  cartridges,  tin  cans  with  soldered  hole  in  top.  brick,  flat  glass,  cut  sandstone,  natural  stone, 
hinges,  and  barbed  wire.  Collected  artifacts  Include  pieces  of  2  purple  glass.  2  stoneware.  1 
decorated  whlteware.  1  cold  cream  jar.  1  condimentglassjar.  undecorated  whlteware.  bottle  glass. 
1  aqua  glass,  and  1  buf^o  china  plate.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  fair  condition  with  85%  of 
the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion  and  stone  borrowing. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  artifacts  place  the  age  of  the  site  between  1875 
and  1930.  The  onty  portion  of  the  site  which  maybe  eligible  for  the  National  Register  is  the  hand- 
dug  well.  This  feature  may  contain  materials  from  the  earlier  portion  of  the  site  occupation. 
Testliig  win  be  required  to  evaluate  the  condition  of  the  deposits. 


SITE:  41CV1474 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 
LANDFORM:  Secondary  Terrace 
ELEVATION:  740  feet 
NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  95  meters 
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Figure  24.  Brick  Scatter  with  Foundation  Stones  at  41CV1470. 


AR£;A:  675  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 

SITE  TYPE;  Unknown 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  includes  a  3  x  3  meter  enclosed  (fenced)  area,  on  top  of  a 
small  15  X  15  meter  hillock.  Several  unusually  large  oak  trees  are  within  10  meters.  Also  crepe 
inyrtles  are  located  on  a  neaihy  hillock.  Several  (15)  cut  limestone  blocks  are  scattered  In  a 
circular  pattern  around  the  fence.  Domestic  vegetation  recorded  Include  possible  crepe  myrtle 
trees  and  imusually  large  oaks  approximately  2.5  feet  m  diameter.  Artifact  density  Is  low. 
Observed  artifacts  mdude  undecorated  whltewares.  brick  with  maker’s  mark  (Ferris),  foundation 
materials,  cut  limestone,  barbed  wire,  and  hog  wire.  No  artifacts  were  collected.  The  site  is 
reported  to  be  in  good  condition  with  35%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion  and  nearby 
gravel  pits. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  'The  site  may  be  associated  with  ranching  activities. 
The  absence  of  clearly  nineteenth  century  artifacts  and  the  abundance  of  better-preserved  20th 
century  sites  suggests  that  the  site  is  not  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 


SITE;  41CV1476 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 
LANDFORM:  Secondary  Terrace 
ELEVATION:  725  feet 
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Fttfure  25.  General  View  of  Fenced  Area  with  Cut  limestone  at  41CV1474. 


NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  640  meters 
AREA:  1.625  square  meters 
VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 
STTETYPE:  Domestic  dwelling 

DESCRIPTTVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  includes  a  possible  house  foundation  (flat  cut  limestone 
rocks),  a  rock-Uned  well,  and  a  possible  dstem  or  second  weU.  No  domestic  v^etation  Is  recorded 
and  artifact  density  Is  low.  Observed  artifacts  Include  a  muleshoe  and  muleshoe  nail,  cut 
limestone,  and  an  unknown  metal  fragment.  No  ardfcuits  were  collected.  The  site  Is  reported  to 
be  in  fair  condition  with  60%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion,  road  construction,  and 
floodlrig. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  presence  of  a  well  ai^  a  dstem  on  the  site 
suggest  the  potential  for  a  sealed  artifact  assembla^  from  a  restricted  time  period.  The  site  is 
potentially  eligible  for  the  National  Roister  dependlrig  cm  the  results  of  testing  or  documentary 
research. 


SRB:  41CV1481 

raiVIRONMENTALZONE:  Lowland 
LANDFORM:  Prtanaiy  terrace 
ELEVATION:  710  feet 
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NBARBSTWAISRtDiaiANC^:  Ometen 
AREA:  275  •quare  metcfs 
VBC^AnON:  Gnwriands  with  Mattered  trees 
SnSTYFE:  ^>eclal  purpose  site 

DBSCfdKnVB  SUMMARY:  Thl»  »tti»  etmlalM  rf  th«»  founriaMmi  c£  an  htelnrtc  hrif^  apanning  thg 
Leoo  River.  The  foundation  conalats  of  4  ated  and  concrete  aupprat  plUars.  2  (m  eadh  bank  with 
a  oonciete  wall  behind  (aouth)  of  the  pillars.  No  domestic  vegetation  is  recorded,  and  artifact 
density  Is  low.  The  onfy  observed  artlfocta  were  some  steel  cylinders.  No  artifacts  were  collected. 
The  site  la  In  fotr  condition  with  7SM  of  the  suxfoce  area  affected  by  flooding. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  This  site  does  ncA  appear  to  be  eligible  for  the 
National  Register.  The  bridge  has  been  defrayed  except  for  its  support  plUars. 


mm:  41CV1484 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDPORM:  Outlier 

ELEVATION:  730  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  360  meters 

AREA:  1950  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Grassland  with  scattered  trees 

SriETYPE:  Parm/Ranch 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  stte  consists  of  a  rock-lined  clstem.  a  qiarse  artifact  scatter,  and 
a  burned  rock  scatter.  No  domestic  vegetation  is  recorded  and  artifact  density  Is  low.  Observed 
artlfocta  Indude  decorated  wfaitewares.  sUmewares.  bottle  glass  (Upd.  a  glass  marble,  and  a 
horaeahoe.  No  arUfocts  were  collected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  poor  condition  with  75%  of 
the  suxfoce  area  affected  by  erosion,  ranching  activities,  and  road  construction. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECCHdMENDATlONS:  This  site  Is  potentially  eligible  for  the  National 
Register  dependhig  on  the  contents  of  the  xock-Uned  dstem.  The  suxfoce  of  the  site  has  been 
extensive^  disturbed  and  does  not  have  nmch  research  potentlaL 


•m:  41CV1486 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDPORM:  Outlier 

ELEVATION:  720  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  790  meters 
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StMii  S778  tQiuffe  meters 
VEGETATION:  Giaaakuid  with  soatered  trees 
SnETYTO:  Pann/Ranch 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  The  site  conalats  of  a  house  foundation  ai  cut  and  n£d.ural  limestone 
slabs.  A  prepared  entiyway  is  conqiosed  at  2  parallel  lines  of  limestone  slabs  approximately  1 
meter  apart.  A  colbqised  wood  fiame  outbuilding  is  sqpproxlmately  25  meters  to  the  east.  A 
diffuse  scatter  of  burned  limestone  Is  also  present.  No  domestic  vegetation  is  recorded  and  artifact 
(tensity  Is  low.  Artifacts  obsoved  include  undeenrated  whltewares.  decorated  whltewares. 
stoneware,  bottle  glass  (Ups.  bases),  lavender  glass,  milk  glass  lid  liners,  buckets,  a  tin  can.  brick 
with  maker’s  mark  (c(us..?).  foundatKm  materials  of  cut  limestone  and  natural  stone,  a  bolt,  cut 
and  wire  naite.  a  screw,  and  other  farm  hardware.  Artifacts  coUected  include  1  decorated 
stoneware  firag)ment.  2  bottle  bases,  and  2  molded  whlteware  fragments.  The  site  is  reported  to 
be  in  fair  ccmdltlon  with  50%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion  and  road  construction. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  artifacts  collected  frean  the  site  suggest  a  date 
of  about  1920.  The  absence  of  subsurface  features  such  as  wells  or  cisterns  limit  the  research 
potential  of  the  site  to  Its  sheet  refuse  deposit.  Given  the  age  of  the  site  and  its  disturbance,  it 
does  not  appear  to  be  eligible  for  the  National  Ri^ister  of  Historic  Places. 


81TB:  41CV1497 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 

LANDFORM:  Primary  terrace 

ELEVATION:  700  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  0  meters 

AREA:  2600  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 

SITE  TYPE:  Special  purpose  site 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  contains  the  ronalns  of  an  elevated  briijge  that  spanned  the 
Leon  River.  Military  maps  show  that  the  site  was  probabfy  a  bridge  for  the  St.  Louis  and 
Southwestern  Railroad.  Remains  on  the  south  side  of  the  river  consists  of  a  series  of  24  parallel 
rows  of  utility-size  poles,  cut  off  Just  above  the  groimd  surface,  that  extend  firom  the  south  bank 
of  the  river,  to  the  southwest,  to  higher  ground  above  the  fUxxlplaln.  Aposslble  sunken  road  leads 
from  the  higher  ground  to  the  former  kx:atlon  of  the  bridge.  The  2  rows  nearest  the  bank  are 
approximately  1  meter  apart  and  each  contains  8  poles.  The  remaining  22  rows  are  approximate^ 
4  to  5  meters  apart  arxl  consist  of  5  poles  each.  A  raised  earthen  road  Is  preserved  on  the  north 
side.  No  domestic  v^etatlon  Is  recorded  and  artifact  density  is  low.  The  only  artifacts  observed 
were  the  posts.  No  artifacts  were  coltected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  pemr  condition  with  90% 
at  the  surface  area  affected  by  the  removal  of  the  bridge. 


ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  This  site  is  not  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places.  The  bridge  has  been  destroyed  except  for  the  remains  of  its  pilings. 


•IfB:  41CV14M 

BNVIRONliENTAL  ZCME:  bttenneillate  upland 
LANDPORM:  Outlier 
BLEVAHON:  734  feet 

NEAREST  WARR  (DISTANCE):  ISOOmeten 
AREA:  1200  acpuure  meters 
VEOETATKNf:  Oraaeluds  with  ecattered  trees 
SITE  TYPE:  Pann/Ranch 

DESCHIFIYVE  SUmiABY:  Hie  site  consists  of  a  concoitratloD  of  hlatoilc  ceramics  and  other 
liiatarlcmateilaloina20z20squaremeta‘aiea.  No  domestic  v^taUm  is  recorded  and  artifact 
denaily  is  Idgh.  Observed  artifimts  include  undecorated  adiltevnues.  stonewares,  bottle  glass, 
lawenderfllnsa.  milk  glass  bd  Uners.  tableware,  beer  harness  gear,  flat  glass,  fence  staples, 

cut  nails  and  wire  nails,  window  glass,  4  sunken  concrete  fence  posts,  blue  annular  stoneware, 
a  blue  glass  button,  and  plain  wire.  No  axtifects  were  collected.  The  site  is  repotted  to  be  in  poor 
condition  with  90%  of  the  surfece  area  affected  by  landir^  strip  construction  and  a  baseball  field. 

AS^SSMTOTTS  AND  REGCHdMENDATICmS:  The  site  is  not  considered  eligible  for  the  National 
Register.  No  subsuiiace  features  were  observed  on  the  site  and  the  surface  is  extensively 
diaturbed. 


wnm:  41CV1S00 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZCME:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDPORM:  Outlier 

ELEVATION:  720  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  860  meters 

AREA:  2600  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Grassland  with  scattered  trees 

SITETYre:  Parm/Ranch 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  The  site  consists  of  a  Iknestone-llned  cistern  and  the  remains  of  a 
Umestone  foundation.  A  possible  old  road  or  pipeline  is  approximately  8  meters  north  of  the 
dstem.  An  extremely  sparse  ceramic  scatter  Is  in  the  vicinity  of  the  foundation.  No  domestic 
vegetation  Is  reemded  arxi  artifact  density  is  low.  Observed  artifacts  include  undecorated 
whitewares,  stonewares,  cold  creamjars.  brick,  foundation  materials  of  cut  limestone  and  natural 
limestone.  NO  artifects  were  collected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  poor  condition  with  85%  of 
the  surface  area  affected  from  levelling  by  the  military  and  erosion. 
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19C9QMMODiDiOnOli&  lUs  ite  to  potonftrily  dtigbte  for  tiw  Nnllflaal 
imttoBCBBtentocflltoUmMtcMie-iinedctoteni.  Tliesui&oeofUiealtelmbeai 


fuffitotog^  dtotmticd  md  does  not  have  much  reaearcfa  potenUal. 


srm  41C¥UHB 


BNVIRONlilENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 
LANDFt>RM:  Outlier 
ELEVATION:  760  feet 


NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  1380  meters 
AREA:  16  square  meters 

VEGETATICM:  Wooded  Area  (0-20%  canopy  cfosure) 

SITE  TYPE:  Special  purpose  site 

DESCRIPnVB  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  the  cement  remains  of  a  sheep  dip  measuring  1 
X  13  meters.  The  bottom  of  the  trou^  Is  filled  with  historic  trash.  The  out^e  of  the  cement 
walls  have  graffiti  carved  mto  It.  No  dmnestlc  v^etatlon  is  reported  and  artifact  density  is 
unknown.  Artifacts  observed  Include  modem  bottle  glass,  blue  glass,  modem  tin  cans,  flat  glass, 
and  other  miscellaneous  trash.  No  artifacts  were  collected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  fair 
condition  with  60%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  the  removal  of  the  superstructure,  erosion,  and 
a  milttaty  trail 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  This  site  Is  not  considered  to  be  eligible  for  the 
National  Rf^lster  of  Historic  Places. 


8ITB:  41CV1803 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 
LANDFORM:  Outlier 
ELEVATION:  790  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  1060  meters 
AREA:  52  square  meters 
VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 
SITE  TYPE:  Special  function  (WPA  roadside  parld 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  four  raised  foundations  made  of  cemented  layers 
of  cut  and  uncut  tabular  limestone.  The  foundations  are  not  arranged  In  any  type  of  pattern.  A 
limestone  and  cement  barbecue  Is  also  associated  with  the  foundations,  built  on  a  prepared 
tabular  limestone  floor.  No  domestic  v^etation  Is  reported  and  no  artifacts  were  obser^d.  The 
site  Is  reported  to  be  In  fair  condition  with  60%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  modem  military 
activities  and  erosion. 
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ASKSSMBNrS  AND  RBCOIfIfraiZJAIlOie;  The  atte  is  an  old  WPA  nwdalde  park.  The  site  is 
not  ^glbie  fbr  the  Nidlooal  Regtoter  of  Historic  Places  on  ardiaeoioglcal.  historic,  or  ardiitectuzsl 
grounds. 


ttlB:  41CV1513 

ENVmONlIBNTALZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  Outlier 

ELEVATION:  780  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  350  meten 

AREA:  1900  square  meten 

VEGETATION:  Orssalanda  with  scattered  trees  ' 

SHE  TYPE:  Farm/Randi 

DESCRIFnVB  SUmiARy:  This  site  ccmalsts  of  a  pile  of  burned  limestone  that  appeare  to  have 
been  bufldoaed  from  Its  orjglnaHocation  for  land  cteaurance.  The  limestone  probab|jr  was  originally 
part  of  a  foundation,  the  disturbed  remains  oi  which  are  located  approximate^  10  meters  to  the 
northwest  No  domestic  vegetation  is  reported  and  artifact  density  is  medium.  Artifacts  observed 
Include  undecorated  whitewares.  decorated  wfattewares.  stonewares,  bottle  glass  (based,  canning 
Jars  (base),  lavender  glass,  foundation  material  of  limestone,  and  slate.  Artifacts  collected  Include 
2  fkm  blue  and  1  possible  blue  ^xmged  sherds.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  poor  coiulitlon  with 
95%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  bmd  clearance  and  erosion. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  artifacts  suggest  a  mid'nlneteenth  century  age 
for  the  site,  but  it  is  extensive^  disturbed  and  does  not  have  any  subsurface  features.  The  site 
is  not  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Hlst(»lc  Races. 


8ITB:  41CV1814 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Lowland 

LANDFORM:  Prtmaiy  and  secondaiy  tetrace 

ELEVATION:  700  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  550  meters 

AREA:  4700  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 

^lETYPE:  Special  purpose  site 

DESCSffPnVB  SUMMARY:  The  site  consists  of  several  features,  some  of  which  are  probably  not 
associated.  The  concrete  foundations  of  an  old  road  bridge  are  located  in  the  bed  of  Henson 
Cheek.  They  have  been  eroded  from  the  creek  banks  and  are  partially  collapsed.  A  limestone  well 
is  located  next  to  the  present  creek  bank,  downstream  from  the  bridge  foundations.  The  well  is 
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about  1  meter  to  diameter  and  1  meter  deep.  It  la  well  made  of  cemented  tabular  Umesteme.  A 
cement  tower  (2  atoiy).  a  sanl-subteiranean  square  foundatton  with  a  window  and  doorway  wdilch 
leads  down  to  a  cement  floor  and  a  second  foundation  are  also  reported.  No  domestic  vegetation 
Is  reported  and  artifact  density  is  low.  Observed  artifacts  include  undecorated  whltewares. 
decorated  whltewares.  modem  botUe  glass,  a  hand  file,  modem  military  and  aluminum  tin  cans, 
and  brick  with  maker's  mark.  No  artifacts  were  collected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  fair 
condition  with  85%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  modem  military  actlviues  and  erosion. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  is  potentiaUy  eligible  for  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places.  Historic  documentary  Investigations  and  testing  of  the  structures  and 
well  may  help  to  identify  of  the  function  of  this  complex. 


SITE:  41CV1520 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  Outlier 

ELEVATION:  780  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  300  meters 

AREA:  3600  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area 

SITE  TYPE:  Farm/Ranch 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  scatter  of  historic  trash  on  the  top  and  slopes 
of  a  hill  (most  on  the  southern  slopes).  No  domestic  vegetation  is  recorded  and  ar^act  density 
Is  medium.  Artifacts  observed  Include  undecorated  whltewares.  decorated  whltewares. 
stonewares,  porcelain,  bottle  glass,  cold  cream  jars,  lavender  glass,  medicine  bottles.  mUk  glass 
lid  liners,  decorative  cut/pressed  glass,  shell  buttons,  and  military  tin  cans.  No  artifacts  were 
collected.  The  site  Is  reported  to  be  in  poor  condition  with  95%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by 
modem  military  activities  and  erosion. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  appears  to  be  a  twentieth  century  artifact 
scatter  in  poor  condition.  It  does  not  appear  to  be  eligible  for  the  National  Roister  of  Historic 
Places. 


SITE:  41CV1825 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Intermediate  upland 

LANDFORM:  Outlier 

ELEVATION:  720  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  300  meters 

AREA:  2000  square  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wooded  area 
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SITE  TYPE:  Fann/Ranch 


DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  several  possible  foundations  made  from  cut 
limestone  and  cement  for  unknown  types  of  structures.  A  rock  wall  remnant  and  a  possible 
cistern  or  cesspool  are  also  present.  Domestic  vegetation  recorded  includes  a  single  peach  tree 
and  artifact  density  is  low.  Observed  artifacts  include  coarse  earthenwares,  undecorated 
whltewares.  bottle  ^ass  (bases),  cold  cream  Jars,  milk  glass  lid  liners,  mtik  glass,  cast  iron  stove 
parts,  asphalt  shingles,  brick  with  maker’s  mark  (Whltebell  Cherry  Reds  Corsicana),  flat  glass, 
foundation  materials  (cut  limestone),  lock  plates,  and  barbed  wire.  No  artifacts  were  collected. 
The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  poor  condition  with  90%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  erosion,  tree 
clearing  and  miscellaneous  military  activities. 

ASSEJSSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  The  site  appear  to  be  a  poorly-preserved  twentieth 
century  occupation.  It  does  not  appear  to  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 


SITE:  41CV1SS2 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Upland 
LANDFORM:  Plateau 
ELEVATION:  925  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  3750  meters 
AREA:  3400  square  meters 
VEGETATION:  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 
SITE  TYPE:  Farm/Ranch 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  cement  and  limestone  well  and  aissoclated 
scatter  of  historic  material.  Some  letters  were  etched  into  the  cement  when  still  wet.  No  domestic 
vegetation  is  recorded  and  artifact  densliy  is  medium.  Artifacts  observed  include  undecorated 
whltewares,  stonewares,  bottle  glass  (neck),  lavender  glass,  milk  glass  container,  metal  hair  comb, 
brick  with  maker's  mark  ("...beck  ...s".  cut  nails,  barbed  wire,  and  a  double  strand  wire.  No 
artifacts  were  collected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  poor  condition  with  75%  of  the  surface  area 
affected  by  land  clearance  and  modem  mlUtaiy  activities. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  This  site  is  potentially  eligible  for  the  National 
Register  depending  on  the  contents  of  the  well.  The  surface  of  the  site  has  been  extensively 
disturbed  and  does  not  have  much  research  potential. 


SITE:  41CV1S34 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Upland 
LANDFORM:  Ridge 
ELEVATION:  850  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  2000  meters 
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AIVA*  2800  aquare  meters 

VEGETATION:  Wood  area  (75-100%  canopy  closure) 

SITE  TYPE:  Parm/Ranch 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  house  foundation,  cistern,  and  associated 
historic  artifact  scatter.  Domestic  v^etatlon  recorded  include  cow’s  tongue  prickly  pear.  Artifact 
density  is  medium  and  artifacts  observed  include  undecorated  and  decorated  whitewares. 
stonewares  (Jug  handle  and  lip),  bottle  glass,  cold  cream  Jars,  lavender  glass  (includes  1  appUed 
neck),  medldne  bottles,  a  milk  glass  button,  a  shell  button,  buckets,  shoe  eyelets,  a  screwdriver 
bit.  washtubs.  cut  limestone  foundation  materials  fence  staples,  cut  and  wire  nails,  barbed  wire, 
wooden  posts,  and  leather  shoe  fragments.  No  artifacts  were  collected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be 
in  poor  condition  with  80%  of  the  surface  area  affected  by  land  clearance. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  REX^OMMENDATIONS:  This  Site  is  potential^  eligible  for  the  National 
Roister  depending  on  the  contents  of  the  dstem.  The  surface  of  the  site  has  been  extensively 
disturbed  and  does  not  have  much  research  potential. 


SITE:  41CV1838 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Upland 
LANDFORM:  Contact  zone 
ELEVATION:  900  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  (DISTANCE):  6040  meters 
AREA:  8800  square  meters 
VEGETATION:  Grasslands 
SITE  TYPE;  Farm/Ranch 

DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  two  concentrations  of  historic  sutifacts  separated 
by  a  thin  scatter  of  historic  artifacts.  A  well  or  cistern  is  located  at  the  northwest  concentration. 
A  thin  prehistoric  Uthic  scatter  is  also  present.  No  domestic  vegetation  is  recorded  and  artifact 
density  is  medium.  Observed  artifacts  include  undecorated  and  decorated  whitewares. 
stonewares,  porcelain,  bottle  glass,  lavender  glass,  milk  glass  lid  liners,  brick,  cut  nails,  and 
barbed  wire.  No  artifacts  were  collected.  The  site  is  reported  to  be  in  poor  condition  with  85%  of 
the  surface  area  affected  by  land  clearance  (bulldozing),  and  modem  military  activities  (including 
a  road). 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  This  Site  is  potentially  eligible  for  the  National 
Register  depending  on  the  contents  of  the  well  or  cistern.  The  surface  of  the  site  has  been 
extensive^  disturbed  and  does  not  have  much  research  potential. 


SITE:  41CV1838 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ZONE:  Upland 
LANDFORM:  Ridge 


ELEVATION:  656  feet 

NEAREST  WATER  CDISTANCE):  1040  meters 
A^A’  800  square  mete» 

VEQETATKm:  Graaslands  with  scattered  trees 
SHE  TYPE:  Fann/Ranch 

I^SCatlPnVE  SUMMARY:  This  site  consists  of  a  house  foundation,  a  rectangular  alignment  of 
tabular  hmeatone  set  on  e^e  in  the  ground,  and  associated  thin  hlatoilc  aiUiact  scatter  on  the 
crest  of  a  ndge  omlodclng  Owl  and  Preachers  creeks.  No  domestic  v^ietatiim  is  reconted  and 
arttfact  density  Is  low.  Observed  artifacts  include  undecorated  wfattewares.  lavendo- glass,  milk 
tfaas  hd  hners.  various  colors  of  glass,  flat  glass,  and  foundation  materials  (concrete,  limestone, 
anddiert).  No  arttfiscta  were  collected.  The  site  is  Tq;>orted  to  be  in  poor  condition  with  90%  of 
the  surface  area  affected  fay  land  clearance. 

ASSESSMENTS  AND  I^CCMkIMENDATIONS:  The  absence  of  subsurfoce  features  and  the  heavily 
di^utbed  surface  suggest  that  the  site  is  not  eligible  for  the  National  Roister  of  Historic  Places. 


150 


IDBCVI 


Mill 


,TOBE 


isolaung  historic  sttbs 


Historic  Sties  Definition 

Historic  sites  reivesent  the  tail-end  of  an  archaeological  continuum  and.  as  such,  should 
be  perceived  no  different^  than  prehistoric  or  protohlstoilc  sites.  De^lte  the  disputes  and 
controvert  over  an  acceptable  definition  of  historic  sites  archaeologjr  and  its  relationship  to 
hlshny  (Schuyler  1978: 1-32),  Robert  Schu^r  hasprc^)osed  that  It  slmpfy  be  defined  as  "the  study 
of  the  material  remains  from  any  histmic  period"  (1978:27).  The  historic  period  is  that  in  which 
a  documentary  record  is  available  and  enables  the  researcher  to  understand  the  historic 
ardiaeolQglcal  site  more  fully.  With  the  aid  cf  documentation  and  the  use  of  the  direct  historical 
approach,  the  potential  for  understanding  protohlstorlc  and  prehlstonc  sites  Increases. 
Consequently,  the  same  methods  may  be  used  on  prehlstonc,  protohlstonc.  and  histortc  sites. 
IKfithln  a  field  context  and  for  the  purposes  of  recording  at  Port  Hood,  historic  sites  may  be 
identified  by  the  presence  of  (1)  a  structural  feature  (i.e..  building  foundations,  wells,  cisterns,  root 
ceUars.  fences,  etc.)  (k-  (2)  three  artifact  classes  within  a  5  m  radius  (I.e.,  ceramics,  glass,  metal, 
etc.). 


Historic  sue  Recording 

AU  techniques  descrtbed  for  prehlstortc  site  recording  at  Port  Hood  may  be  applied  to 
histortc  sites  as  well,  the  only  dlfierence  being  m  the  artifcct  classes  observed  or  collected. 


Historic  Site  Features 

The  following  cultural  features  have  been  previous^  observed  on  histortc  sites  at  Port 

Hood. 

A.  Bridges:  generally  wooden  or  iron  pilings  and  associated  hardware. 

B.  Carvings:  usually  dates  or  names  engraved  in  the  limestone  caprock. 

C.  Chimn^  falls:  either  brick  or  storre  with  mortar  attached  and  possible  evidence 
of  btimlng.  Bricks  that  have  been  subjected  to  Intense  heat  will  exhibit  a 
gieenlsh-colored  glaze  that  results  frcxn  silicas  in  the  clay  being  drawn  to  the 
surface. 

D.  Cisterns:  subsurface  water  storage  facilities  that  are  usualty  bell-shaped  but  may 
be  square  or  cylindrical  as  wd!.  Th^  are  generally  constructed  of  brick  or  stone 
with  the  neck  extending  above  the  ground’s  surface  and  are  plastered  with  mortar 
on  the  Interior  to  hold  the  water.  Cisterns  are  generally  fitted  with  a  cover  (though 
the  covers  are  not  found  with  the  cisterns)  so  that  a  pipe  can  drain  rain  water  from 
the  gutters  of  a  nearly  structure. 


E.  Couorete  ftefs:  these  are  gjcaenJfy  trapezoidal  or  rectaitguJar  in  shape  and  used 
to  suppcat  a  structure.  They  may  be  used  in  combination  with  stone  or  wooden 
stun^. 

F.  Concrete  slabs:  these  usually  represent  sidewalks  m  slab  structures  on  late  dating 
sites. 

G.  Concrete  and  stone  water  tanks:  above  ground  water  storage  facilities  associated 
with  windmills.  These  are  usually  quite  taU  (3  m  or  more)  and  wide  (3  m  in 
diameter  or  more). 

H.  Corrals:  .small  fenced  or  stone  endosures  for  livestock. 

I.  Dams:  low  concrete  and  stone  walls  crossing  a  waterway. 

J.  DeptesaliKis:  these  low  sunken  features  mityi^^cscnt  former  privy,  root  cellar  or 
storm  cellar  locations. 

K.  Dip  tanks:  commonly  used  in  the  1920s  and  1930s  for  tick  infestation  in  cattle, 
these  concrete  features  may  have  a  concrete  loading  platform  with  an  abrupt 
drop-off  into  the  subsurface  dip  tank.  The  tank  is  a  narrow  passage  Just  wide 
enough  for  a  sit  'gle  cow  to  walk  throu^  with  a  sloping  exit  up  to  another  concrete 
platform.  Fenced  corrals  would  be  cmnmon  at  either  end  of  this  feature. 

L.  Dtxnestlc  plants:  some  plants  have  been  identified  as  markers  for  historic  sites 
and  generally  include  (1)  large  live  oak  trees.  (2)  invadirtg  mesqulte  trees.  (3)  border 
grass  along  pathways.  (4)  perennial  flowers  such  as  daffodils  or  irises,  and  (5)  rose 
bushes. 

M.  Drainage  Ditch:  a  depressed  linear  feature  for  drainage  of  water. 

N.  Extant  structures:  few  standing  or  partially  standing  structures  remain  at  Fort 
Hood  and  should  be  carefully  recorded  if  found. 

O.  Fencellnes/fenceposts:  barbed  wire  fenceUnes  and  wooden  fenceposts.  designating 
property  boundaries,  field  boundaries  or  corrals. 

P.  Foundations:  for  domestic  dwellirtgs  and  outbuildings  are  common  and  generally 
represented  by  brick,  stone  or  wooden  piers  in  smne  type  of  linear  arrangement 
that  can  be  recognized  as  a  building  fouridation.  More  common,  however,  are  loose 
foundation  stones  and  bricks  bulldozed  into  piles. 

Q.  Graves:  community  srles  or  isolated  famity  grave  sites. 

R  Paving  stones:  flat  flagstones  either  in  situ  or  loose. 

S.  Roads:  historic  roads  are  probabty  more  apparent  on  aerial  photographs  than  in 
the  field  and  will  appear  as  a  linear  sunken  feature  that  is  heavlty  overgrown  with 
vegetation.  Portions  of  it  may  be  disturbed. 

T.  Root  cellars:  rectangular  subsurface  features  for  storing  vegetables  and  measuring 
approxlmatety  1  x  2  m  with  a  depth  of  about  1 .5  m.  These  may  be  unllned  or  lined 
wi^  wood,  brick  or  stone.  During  use.  these  would  probabty  have  had  some  type 
of  wooden  plank  covering. 
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U.  Rubble:  rubble  pdee  oAen  repwment  etnictures  that  have  been  buUdoeed  by  the 
Amy  and  should  be  examined  for  structural  remains  tTcmndaUon  stones,  bricks 
bom  chimney  falls,  nails,  window  glass,  etc.). 

V.  Stocktanks:  large  circular  water  Impoundments  with  a  man-made  berm  along  one 
edge.  These  are  commonly  called  "stock  tanks"  in  Texas  but  known  as  "stock 
ponds"  elsewhere. 

W.  Stone  walls:  dry  laid  stone  walls  are  common  in  some  areas  of  Fort  Hood  and 
probably  represent  early  property  lines  or  field  boundaries  during  initial  clearing 
of  the  land. 

X.  Troughs:  above  ground  water  or  feeding  containers.  Th^  include  smaU  concrete 
cylindrical  basins,  approximate^  60  cm  in  depth  and  60  cm  in  diameter,  and  large 
rectangular  stone  or  concrete  features,  both  of  which  rest  on  the  ground;  and 
covered  wooden  or  metal  bins  elevated  on  wooden  legs. 

Y.  Wells:  deep  and  narrow  circular  shafts  lined  with  brick  or  stone.  These  should  not 
be  confused  with  cisterns  or  concrete  water/feeding  troughs. 

Z.  Windmills:  blade  parts  or  iron  leg  remains  may  be  found,  possibly  in  association 
with  concrete  footings,  and  will  probabty  be  found  near  large  concrete  tanks  that 
store  the  water  pumped  by  windmills. 

AA.  Other  any  cultural  feature  that  does  not  fall  into  the  above  categories  should  also 
be  described. 


Historic  Site  Chronological  Indicators 

Ceramics  are  usually  the  best  chronolt^cal  indicator  on  historic  sites,  but  for  late 
nineteenth  and  eaity  twentieth  century  sites,  such  as  those  at  Fort  Hood,  glassware  is  believed 
to  be  a  better  indicator.  For  metal  artifacts,  patent  numbers  and  trademarks  generally  give  the 
best  chronological  Information.  The  following  paragraphs  address  the  chronological  significance 
of  artifacts  that  are  most  likely  to  be  foimd  at  Fort  Hood.  A  complete  listing  of  historic  artifacts 
found  in  Dellveiy  Order  10  sirrvey  is  given  in  Appendix  DC 

A.  Ceramics 

1.  Coarse  earthenwares:  these  low-fired  sofl-paste  ceramics  are  found  infrequently  on 
historic  sites  at  Fort  Hood.  They  are  usually  red  paste  utilitarian  wares  such  as  crocks.  Jugs.  jars, 
platters,  and  mugs  prior  to  1850  (Ketchum  1983:10).  After  1850,  these  "redwares”  are  usually 
confined  to  flowerpots  and  drain  tiles.  "Yellowware"  bowls  with  pink  and  blue  slip  banding,  on  the 
other  hand,  occur  frequently  at  Fort  Hood. 

2.  Whltewares:  Creamware  (1760-1820).  a  refined  white  paste  earthenware  with  a 
yellowish-tlnged  clear  lead  glaze  and  pearlware  (1780-1830),  a  refined  white  paste  earthenware 
with  a  bluish-tlnged  clear  lead  glaze,  were  the  precursors  of  the  nineteenth  century  whltewares 
produced  from  about  1830  on  into  the  early  twentieth  century  (Ketchum  1983:21:  Price  1979). 
From  1830-1860.  whltewares  are  nearly  indistinguishable  from  the  pearlwares  because  mar^  of 
the  decorations  were  the  same.  The  primary  difference  is  that  the  glaze  is  clear  so  they  appear 
whiter  plus  the  paste  has  been  improved  upon  and  is  harder.  The  term  "ironstone"  is  sometimes 
used  to  refer  to  these  wares  but  is  generally  not  used.  The  decorations  that  occur  most  frequently 
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are:  annular  (w  banded),  edge-decorated,  sponged,  cut  qxuiged,  stamped,  stenciled,  and 
transferprlnted. 


Annular  ware  Is  easify  recognized  the  multiple  bands  that  occur  below  the  rim  of  each 
vessel,  usualfy  a  boad  or  mug  form.  Below  the  bands,  on  the  body  of  the  vessel,  other  decorations 

may  occur.  These  are  generally  one  of  the  following:  (l)  mocha - a  dendritic  brown  design  on 

rust  and  less  frequently  on  blue  or  green,  (2)  marbled - a  cloudy  mixture  of  colors  swlrted 

together,  (3)  swirled - a  mlxtuie  of  colors  trailed  across  the  vessel  in  a  manner  resembling 

fingerpainting.  (4)  cat’s  eye - a  mbcture  of  colors  applied  finger  resembling  a  cat’s  eye.  and 

(5)  eiigine-tumed - an  Inqjressed  geometric  design. 

E^e  decorated  wares  are  mostfy  limited  to  ’’shell-edge"  which  is  a  feather-like  impression 
along  the  rim.  mostly  of  plates,  and  is  generally  painted  blue  over  the  impressions.  Tableware  that 
has  a  single  band  along  the  rim  is  also  refmed  to  as  edge  decorated  for  this  period. 

Spoqged  wares  (sometimes  called  spatterware)  have  had  the  decoration  applied  a 
sponge,  usually  in  bright  red.  green,  blue,  or  lavender,  that  may  cover  the  entire  vessel. 

Cut  sponged  wares  are  the  same  except  that  a  design  has  been  cut  from  the  sponge  and 
stamped  on  the  vessel - usually  a  crude  flower  form. 

True  stamped  wares  have  a  much  finer  and  delicate  design  than  the  cut  ^potiged  wares 
that  generally  occurs  as  a  border  design. 

And  finalfy.  transferprlnted  decorations  are  applied  with  an  inked  waxed  paper  onto  which 
the  design  was  transferred  from  a  copper  plate  eiigraving.  Blue  is  the  most  common  color,  but 
black,  brown,  green,  lavender,  red,  etc.,  also  occur.  "Flown"  blue,  wduch  is  a  variation  of 
transferprlnting.  also  occurs  during  this  period  and  reappears  in  the  1890s. 

By  1855.  a  trend  towards  undecorated  whitewares  b<^an  and  continued  up  until  about 
1930  (Wetherbee  1980).  Prior  to  1900.  these  wares  are  characterized  by  a  molded  rim  design  but 
later  are  cmnpletely  devoid  of  decoration.  Around  1900,  decal  decorated  wares  were  available  in 
the  United  States  but  did  not  become  popular  imtll  the  1930s  (Lehner  1980).  The  decals  are 
generally  polychrome  floral  designs  that  can  be  scratched  off  with  use.  The  edge  of  the  decal  can 
be  felt  and  should  not  be  confused  with  transferprlnted  wares  which  are  always  monochrome  and 
rarely  have  two  colors  applied  one  on  top  of  the  other.  These  decorations  occur  on  whlteware. 
sem^rcelaln.  and  porcelain. 

3.  Stoneware:  this  ware  is  a  nonporous  hard-paste  ware  that  has  been  fired  at  a  higher 
temperature  than  the  whitewares.  'The  ea^  white  paste  earthenwares,  creamware  and  peariware, 
are  fired  at  a  temperature  so  low  that  the  paste  can  be  scratched  with  a  fingernail.  The  later 
whitewares  have  been  improved  and  are  harder,  hence  the  term  "ironstone."  Stoneware,  however, 
actually  has  ground  flint  in  the  paste,  causing  It  to  be  harder.  The  paste  colors  usually  fall  within 
the  ranges  of  gray  and  tan.  and  vessel  form  is  utilitarian  (l.e..  crocks.  Jugs,  butter  chums  and  milk 
pan^.  Stonewares  pre-dating  1900  general^  have  a  salt  glaze  which  is  clear  with  an  "orange  peel" 
finish  (Noel  Hume  1969).  Interiors  are  often  slipped  with  a  matte  brown  Albany  slip,  a  clay  source 
from  New  York.  After  1900,  a  Bristol  glaze  is  more  common.  This  glaze  is  a  thick  creamy  white 
glaze  that  sometimes  appears  to  be  pitted.  It  is  used  for  the  interior  and  exterior,  however,  all 
ctnnblnations  of  the  Albaiiy  slip  and  Bristol  glaze  occur.  The  most  common  is  a  Bristol  glazed 
exterior  and  an  Albany  slipped  interior.  Blue  Bristol  glazes  also  occur  frequent^  on  chamber  pots 
with  molded  decoration. 

4.  Semiporcelain:  this  ware  Is  a  fine  thin  tableware  with  a  high  fired  white  paste  and  a 
clear  alkaline  glaze.  The  paste  has  somewhat  of  a  grainy  texture  and  decal  decorations  or  oriental 
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dMoratknB  are  common  (Ketchum  1983:21:  liJmer  198(9.  It  occurs  infrequently  during  the  late 
ntaieteaith  and  eazfy  twentieth  coatuiy  at  Port  Hood. 

5.  Porcelain:  this  is  the  highest  fired  ware  and  is  very  thin  with  a  smooth  ^ass-like 
texture  (Ketchum  1983:21).  Decal  decorations  are.  again,  popular  on  this  ware.  Ovetglaze  oriental 
designs  are  also  common.  Porcelain  has  general^  been  an  expensive  ware  and  occurs 
Infrequently  at  Fort  Hood  during  the  late  nineteenth  and  early  twentieth  centuries. 

B.  Glassware 

1.  Fire  polished  (7-1855).  flanged  or  folded  finishes  (7-1870);  these  are  the  earliest  types 
of  glass  bottle  finishes  (Deiss  1981;  Lorraine  1968)  and  are  rarely  found  on  Fort  Hood  sites.  Fire 
polished  finishes  result  from  breakfrig  the  bottle  neck  fix>m  a  blow-pipe  and  then  smoothlitg  the 
roughened  edges  in  a  fire.  Flanged  and  folded  finishes  are  done  shnilarly  except  that  while  the 
glass  is  still  warm  the  lip  is  flared  (flanged)  outward  for  easier  pouring,  or  completely  folded  over. 

2.  implied  string  finishes  (?- 1845):  these  bottle  finishes  are  made  the  same  way  as  a  fire 
polished  finish  except  that  an  extra  band  of  glass  has  been  applied  around  the  Up  and  exhibits 
the  impression  from  a  string  used  in  holding  the  bottle  cork  in  place.  This  is  also  rarely  foimd  at 
Fort  Hood. 

3.  AppUed  tooled  finishes  (1825-1875):  these  bottle  finishes  are  found  infrequently  at  Fort 
Hood  and  can  be  Identified  by  the  obvious  piece  of  glass  that  has  been  appUed  to  the  bottle  neck. 
It  has  been  "tooled**  with  Upping  shears  so  that  its  shape  is  regular.  Upplrig  usually  occurs  on  the 
exterior  below  the  tooled  portion  the  Up  where  it  attaches  to  the  bottle.  A  ridge  can  also  be  felt 
inside  the  bottle  neck  as  further  evidence  that  the  finish  has  been  appUed. 

4.  Impravedtooledfinlsh(1870-1915):  these  bottle  finishes  occur  frequently  on  Fort  Hood 
sites  and  are  characterized  by  their  regular  shaping.  The  Upping  shears  have  been  used  directly 
on  the  unfinished  bottle  neck  without  the  appUcation  of  more  glass  as  in  the  appUed  tooled  finish. 
The  easiest  identifying  characteristic  is  the  absence  of  mold  lines  on  either  side  of  the  bottle 
immedlatefy  below  the  tooled  finish.  The  mold  lines  may  stop  on  the  shoulder  of  the  bottle  but 
usually  extend  up  the  Up  almost  to  the  finish. 

5.  Three-piece  dip  bottom  mold  (1830-1905):  bottles  exhibiting  this  type  of  mold  method 
have  seams  encircling  the  shoulder  and  one  on  either  side  extending  upwards  from  the  shoulder. 
They  are  not  common  on  Fort  Hood  sites. 

6.  Snap  case  (1860-1915):  this  type  of  mold  method  leaves  no  seams  but  indentations 
on  the  bocfy  of  the  bottle  may  be  apparent  where  the  snap  case  grips  it. 

7.  Three-piece  post  bottom  mold  (1858-«-):  a  circular  seam  appears  on  the  base  of  bottles 
made  by  this  method  with  one  seam  extending  out  and  up  either  side  of  the  bottle  aU  the  way  to 
the  finish. 

8.  Three-piece  cup  bottom  mold  (date  unknown  but  seems  to  coincide  with  the  three-piece 
post  bottom):  a  seam  encircles  the  bottle  Just  above  the  base  and  has  one  seam  extending  up 
either  side  of  the  bottle  to  the  finish. 

9.  Owens  scar  (1904-1969):  an  irregular  feathery  circular  sucUon  cut-off  scar  on  the  base 
of  machine-made  bottles,  sometimes  extending  up  onto  the  sides  of  the  bottle  (Miller  and  Pacey 
1985).  Note  that  machine-made  bottle  finishes  have  mold  seams  extending  up  and  over  the  bottle 
Up. 
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10.  Valve  nmk  (1836-1956):  a  matt  (circa  1  cm  dtainetNr)  regularly  shaped  clictilar  scar 
on  machme-CMSie  bottle  bases  (Miller  and  Pacey  1985). 

1 1  Tedeial  Law  Prohibtts"  (1933-1964);  usually  Inscribed  on  bottle  aides  Just  beneath 
shoulder  or  Just  above  base  (Toulouse  1971). 

12.  "Duraglas"  in  acr^it  (1940-1963)  fTOulouae  1971:170). 

13.  "Duxa^M"  printed  (1964-i»eaent)  fToulouae  1971:170). 

14.  Lavender  glass  (1880-circa  1918):  this  ^ass  is  a  result  of  atten]q>ts  to  decolorize  ^aas 
because  of  the  maiqr  impurities  that  can  cause  It  to  be  various  colors  (greens,  browns,  yellows, 
etc.)  (Itnilouae  1968: 145-146).  Manganese  diacide  was  impmted  firom  Germany  until  1918  and 
used  as  a  decoknrant  in  glassware.  Exposure  to  the  sun  caused  it  to  turn  lavender  or  puritte  as 
did  the  heat  from  machine  manufacture.  This  is  an  inqxutant  chronological  marker  for  historic 
sites  at  Pott  Hood. 

15.  Carnival  glass  (1905-1935):  an  Iridescent  pressed  tableware  given  away  at  carnivals 
during  the  early  part  of  the  century  (Florence  1977). 

16.  Depression  glass  (1930-1940):  a  pressed  glass  tableware  usually  occurring  in  pale 
pink  and  pale  green  colors  and  to  a  tesser  extent  in  pale  blue  and  amber  (Florence  1983.  1984). 

C.  Trademarics 

Trademarks  are  the  most  accurate  method  of  dating  historic  artifacts  since  their  use  has 
usually  been  doctunented.  Ceramic  trademarks  are  usualty  stamped  in  ink  on  the  base  of  vessels 
but  may  be  foimd  on  other  parts  of  the  vessel  as  well.  Glass  trademarks  usually  consist  of  an 
emblem  on  the  base  of  bottles.  In  their  absence,  manufacturer's  names  or  product  names  are  also 
helpful.  Glass  tableware  generally  does  not  have  trademarks  present,  although  some  does.  Metal 
is  less  easily  identified  and  dated  because  of  corrosion;  however,  manufacturer's  names  occur  with 
some  firequency  on  various  metal  items. 

D.  Building  Materials 

Few  building  materials  can  be  predsefy  dated.  However,  some  items  can  provide  limited 
information. 

1.  Nalls:  the  preponderance  for  cut  nails  over  wire  nails,  or  vice  versa,  can  be  of 
significance.  Ihe  pennyweight  of  whole  nails  can  also  aid  in  structural  identification  (Fontana  and 
Greenleaf  1962;  Nelscm  1968). 

2.  Window  glass:  measurements  on  window  glass  thickness  have  been  used  for  dating 
historic  sites  although  there  are  many  limitations  with  this  method  (Moir  1983;  Roenke  1978). 

3.  Bricks:  some  bricks  have  been  stamped  by  their  manufacturer.  Also,  crudely  made 
bricks  may  be  evidence  of  either  early  manufacture  or  local  manufacture  (Garilck  n.d.). 

4.  Barbed  wire:  barbed  wire  types  can  be  IdenUfied,  but  their  use  as  a  chronological 
indicator  is  limited  since  most  were  patented  during  a  small  period  of  time  and  were  used  over  a 
long  period  of  time  (Glover  1980). 

5.  Log  notching:  while  log  structural  remains  are  not  expected,  the  method  of  notching 
in  structures  that  are  found  may  be  useful  in  determining  a  date  of  construction  (Jordan  1978). 
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llangr*1iiodem"  artlCKts.  Boch  as  plastic,  rubber,  or  militaiy  detols.  etc.,  occur  on  historic 
sites  at  Port  Hood.  While  theae  nuqr  seem  unimportant,  their  presence  is  useful  in  determining 
theko^ofoccupationid'aalteoritsdifltuibaoce.  Floral  and  faunal  materials  are  generalhr  not 
cooslMered  ua^il  since  their  date  deposit  cannot  be  determined. 
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HISTORIC  ARTIFACTS  RECOVERED  DURING  THE  SURVEY 


SITE  NO. 

CATALOG  AMOUNT 
NO. 

DESCRIPTION 

41CV0600 

054-0210 

1 

Cobalt  blue  glass  bottle  body 

41CV0600 

054-0211 

1 

White  whiteware  with  clear  (alkaline)  glaze  flatware  - 
bo(ty  with  multi-colored  decal  decoration  (1900—  ) 

41CV0600 

054-0212 

1 

White  whiteware  with  clear  (alkaline)  glaze  flatware  - 
rlm/shoulder/base  with  green  decal  decoration  with 
same  as  body  lim  (1900—  ) 

41CV0600 

054-0213 

1 

White  whiteware  with  clear  (alkaline)  glaze  saucer  - 
footed  base  with  blue  flow  blue  decoration  (1835— 
1870) 

4ICV0600 

054-0214 

3 

White  whiteware  with  clear  (alkaline)  glaze  flatware  - 
rim  with  blue  decoration  with  shell-edged  rim  ( 1830— 
1860) 

41CV1470 

054-0182 

1 

White  milk  glass  cold  cream  Jar  footed  base 
post-bottom  mold  (1858—1915) 

41CV1470 

054-0183 

1 

Glass  kerosene  lamp  parts  (1854—  ) 

41CV1470 

054-0184 

1 

Clear  glass  bottle  flat  base 

41CV1470 

054-0185 

1 

Lavender  glass  tumbler  whole  pressed  ribbed  pattern 
(1880-1918) 

41CV1470 

054-0186 

1 

Lavender  glass  bottle  flat  base  (1880—1918) 

41CV1470 

054-0187 

1 

Cobalt  blue  glass  bottle  body 

41CVI470 

054-0188 

1 

Glass  miniature 

41CV1470 

054-0189 

1 

Tan  stoneware  with  Bristol  glaze  crock  -  body  with 
black  stamped  decoration  (1920—  ) 

41CV1470 

054-0191 

1 

White  whiteware  with  clear  (alkaline)  glaze  bottle  -  rim 

41CV1470 

054-0190 

1 

Tan  stoneware  with  Albany  Interlor/'Brlstol  exterior 
glaze  crock  -  body  with  undecorated  decoration 
(1880-1920) 

41CV1470 

054-0192 

1 

White  whiteware  with  clear  (alkaline)  glaze  flatware  - 
body  with  green  transferprlnted  decoration  (1825— 
1875) 

41CV1470 

054-0193 

1 

White  whiteware  with  clear  (alkaline)  glaze  flatware  - 
body  with  green  transferprlnted  decoration  (1825— 
1875) 

41CV1470 

054-0194 

1 

Blue.  Depression  glass  pressed  pattern  (1930—1940) 

41CV1470 

054-0195 

1 

White  semi-porcelain  with  clear  (alkaline)  glaze  platter 
-  fooled  base  (1901—)  "Buffalo  Pottery  Co.,  Buffalo.  NY. 
1901+" 

41CV1486 

054-0223 

1 

White  milk  glassjulcer  lid  pressed 

41CV1486 

054-0224 

1 

Tan  stoneware  with  Bristol  glaze  crock  -  body  with 
blue  stamped  decoration  (1920—) 

41CV1486 

054-0225 

1 

White  whiteware  with  clear  (alkaline)  glaze  flatware  - 
rtm  with  molded  rim 

41CV1486 

054-0226 

1 

White  whiteware  with  clear  (alkaline)  glaze  flatware  - 
rim  with  molded  rim 
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SITE  NO. 


CATALOG  AMOUNT 
NO. 


DESCRIPTION 


41CV1486 

054-0227 

1 

Brown  glass  snuff  bottle  footed  base  cup-bottom  mold 
(1870--)  4  dots 

41CVI513 

054-0060 

1 

White  whlteware  with  clear  (alkaline)  glaze  (latware  - 
rim  with  blue  decoraUon  with  stamped  rim 

41CV1513 

054-0061 

1 

White  whiteware  with  clear  (alkaline)  glaze  flatware  - 
footed  base  with  flow  blue  decoration  (1835—1870) 

41CV1513 

054-0062 

1 

White  whlteware  with  clear  (alkaline)  glaze  flatware  - 
rim  with  blue  decoration  with  molded/flow  blue  rim 
(1845-1870) 

41CV1525 

054-0103 

1 

Clear  glass  canning  Jar  flat  base  (1912—1946)  "Kerr 
Glass  Mfg.  Co.” 
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TABL: 

rmo: 

BASTgUAD: 

NORTHQUAD: 

PROJECT: 

BASTINO: 

NORTHDIG: 

DRAINACS: 

EIIV_ZONB: 

CRK.CRST: 


POST  BOOD  nnORK  m  OODOn  FORMAT 


BMfVlROiaiBRTAL  VARIABLES 

TARL  tzIiKKnlal  site  number  (if  available). 

SITE  field  number  (if  available). 

Quad  Basting  (southeastern  comer  of  square  kilomelers.  to  be  read  X  1000 
m). 

Quad  Northing  (same  as  above). 

Project  (most  recent).  There  are  nine  choices:  "FYZS."  fiscal  year  1978; 
"BSie,"  "brave  shield"  sample  of  1978:  "FY79.”  fiscal  year  1979;  "F80S," 
spring  of  fiscal  year  1980;  "F80F.”  fall  of  fiscal  year  1980;  "FY81.'' fiscal  year 
1981;  "FY82."  fiscal  year  1982;  "FY83."  fiscal  year  1983;  and  "FY84."  fiscal 
year  1984. 

UTM  Easting  (The  most  precise  location  of  the  site’s  center,  rounded  to  the 
nearest  10  m). 

UTM  Northing  (same  as  above). 

Drainage.  This  is  the  m^or  drainage  whose  basin  contains  the  site.  There 
are  five  choices: 

1  -  Leon  River 

2  -  Owl  Creek 

3  -  Cowhouse  Creek 

4  -  Nolan  Creek 

5  -  Lampasas  River 

Environmental  Zone.  This  is  a  broad  classification  divided  into  three 
choices: 

1  -  Lowland  (a  zone  devised  by  Fort  Hood  archaeologists  to  portray  the 

bottomland  associated  with  perennial  and  intermittent  streams) 

2  -  Intermediate  upland  (land  higher  than  the  lowland  zone,  but  not 

including  the  bedded,  massive  limestone  found  in  certain  portions 
of  Fort  Hood). 

3  -  Upland  (the  bedded,  massive  limestone  coded "  1"  on  the  Engineering 

Geology  maps  of  Fort  Hood). 

Creek/Crest  Classification.  This  locates  a  site  in  nearest  relation  to  a 
major  drainage  or  a  topographic  divide  separating  drainages. 

1  -  Creek 

2  -  Crest 
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LANDPOKlf: 


POSmON: 

ELEVATION: 

VEQ.ZONE: 


Landform.  These  are  physiographic  headings  defined  the  Fort  Hood 
archaeologists.  As  refinement  of  the  Environmental  Zone,  the  Initial  coding 
here  has  been  based  on  map  Interpretations  supplemented  by  site  notes. 
Certain  categories  occasionally  overlap  to  present  problems  for  coders. 
Also,  Identification  of  various  terrace  types  (codes  8-10)  was  difficult  and 
the  general  terrace  code  (7)  was  used  more  (^ten.  Many  sites  appear  In 
rather  nondescript  physiographic  settings,  and  the  slope  designation 
(Intermediate  Upland,  code  15)  was  common.  Because  the  codes  below 
may  be  formed  Into  new  variables  by  the  computer,  divisions  such  as  that 
between  "hillock"  and  "knoll"  can  be  easily  adjusted. 

1  -  Outlier  (may  Include  eroded  butted 

2  -  Buttes  (cf.  Reed  Mountain  near  Quad  E24/N52) 

3  -  Rldge/Plateau  (these  may  be  large  areas  and  correspond  to  bedded 

massive  limestone) 

4  -  Bench  (upland  associated) 

5  -  Spur  (upland  associated) 

6  -  Draw  (upland  associated) 

7  -  Terrace  (see  discussion  above) 

8  -  Primary  Terrace 

9  -  Secondary  Terrace 

10  -  Tertiary  Terrace 

1 1  -  Rudimentary  Terrace  (usually  not  visible  on  maps) 

12  -  E^arpment  Edge  (bedded  massive  limestone  escarpments) 

13  -  Hillock  (considered  slightly  larger  than  a  knoll) 

14  -  KnoU 

15  -  Slope  (Intermediate  Upland,  see  discussion  above) 

16  -  Interfluvial  (type  of  slope) 

17  -  Bank  (type  of  slope  -  on  edge  of  intermittent  stream) 

18  -  Drainage  Divide  (area  between  two  major  watersheds) 

Position.  This  locates  the  site  relative  to  the  landform.  For  example,  a  site 
may  be  at  the  base  of  a  butte. 

1  -  Top 

2  -  Slope 

3  -  Base 

Elevation  (feet). 

Vegetation  Zone.  These  categories  were  Interpreted  dlrectty  from  the 
Environmental  Ground  Tactical  Data  Maps  of  Fort  Hood.  The  numerical 
titles  used  here  are  those  of  the  maps. 

1  -  Baregrounds 

2  -  Croplands 

3  -  Grasslands 

4  -  Grasslands  with  scattered  trees 

5  -  Wooded  area  (  0-  25%) 

6  -  Wooded  area  (25-  50%) 

7  -  Wooded  area  (50-  75%) 

8  -  Wooded  area  (75-100%) 

9  -  Thick  brush 
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P.WJraS:  Perennial  Water.  The  first  (decimal  place)  number  of  the  codes  Is 

equivalent  to  the  nuyor  Drains^  coding  ^  columns  29-30.  Numbers  have 
been  added  to  form  aeries  of  less  peramlal  drainages  which  cormect  to  the 
miyor  drainage.  M.<nor  perennial  drainages  are  defined  ai^  occurrence 
of  the  solid  or  long-dashed  blue  lines  Indicated  on  the  basic  terrain  maps 
of  Fort  Hood.  Intermittent  streams  and  water  courses  shown  by  dotted 
lines  are  not  Included. 

10  -  Leon  River 

12  -  Shoal  Creek 

20  -  Owl  Creek  (below  Preacher’s  Creek) 

21  -  Preacher’s  Creek  (below  southern  edge  of  quad  E29/N57) 

22  -  Flint  Creek  (below  southern  edge  of  quad  E39/N57) 

30  -  Cowhouse  Creek 

31  -  Brown’s  Creek  (below  eastern  center  of  quad  E19/N55) 

32  -  House  Creek  (below  eastern  center  of  quad  E19/N55) 

33  -  Table  Rock  Creek  (western  edge  of  quad  E2/N56) 

34  -  Settlement  Branch  (tributary  of  Table  Rock,  below  center  of  quad 

E0/N53) 

35  -  Bee  House  Creek  (west  of  Fort  Hood  near  quad  E6/N61) 

36  -  Stampede  Creek 

37  -  Tributary  to  Stampede  Creek 

38  -  TWO  Year  Old  Creek 

39  -  Waddle  Hollow 

40  -  Nolan  Creek 

41  -  North  Nolan  Creek  (below  stock  tank  in  quad  E31/N47) 

42  -  South  Nolan  Creek  (below  quad  E19/N43) 

43  -  Trlbutaiy  of  South  Nolan  Creek  (below  quad  E19/N43) 

50  -  Lampasas  River 

51  -  Clear  Creek  (below  northeastern  comer  of  quad  E5/N31) 

52  -  Reese  Creek  (below  southern  edge  of  quad  E16/N32) 

60  -  Cottonwood  Creek 

61  -  Unnamed  tributary  to  Cottonwood  Creek 

D1ST_P_W:  Distance  to  Perermial  Water  (m).  'This  is  a  straight  measurement  in  meters 

from  the  site  to  the  nearest  perennial  water,  using  the  same  drainages 
offered  above.  Note  that  the  nearest  perennial  water  is  not  always  the 
drainage  basin  that  contains  the  site. 

N_WATER:  Nearest  Water  (m).  Drainages  as  above  (perennial  water),  on 

1  -  Intermittent  Creek  (shown  by  orange  dotted  lines  on  the  basic 

terrain  maps  of  Fort  Hood) 

2  -  Stock  Tank 

3  -  Spring 

Many  sites  are  near  intermittent  creeks  (1)  which  are  very  minor 
watercourses,  normally  dry. 

DBT.NJir:  Distance  to  Nearest  Water  (m).  This  is  a  measrrrement  to  the  drainage 

identified  as  nearest  water. 

ABBA:  Area  (square  meters,  obtained  from  site  records). 
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■KPOMHB:  BKpoaure.  Coded  or  cammtntttii  an  in  aite  ramirfa,  thfci  «»  an  nwi« 

of  the  site’s  ground  cover  and  vMblllly. 

1  -Poor 

2  -  Fair 
3-Ckx)d 

OOHWIH;  Condlttoo.  An  Aasesament  <rf  the  site’s  condition  was  coded  from  the  most 

recent  field  notes. 

1  -  Destroyed 

2  -  Pow 

3  -  Fair 

4  -  Good 

5  -  Excellent 

PCT_IM8T:  %Dlatiuhed.  This  Is  ajudgmental  nwsr  swmf  nt  made  by  the  field  recorders. 

SIX>PB:  Slope.  The  basic  terrain  nuqjw  of  Fort  Hood  provide  a  ground  slope 

classification  of  six  choices: 

1- 0-3%  (basically  flat) 

2-  3- 10% 

3-  10-30% 

4  -  30-45% 

5-45-100% 

6  -  100+% 

TTFB:  Site  Type.  The  most  appropriate  qualitative  label  Is  coded  here  for 

prehistoric  or  historic  sttes.  'Ihe  coding  here  Is  presently  incomplete  but 
will  have  great  inqxirtance  for  the  study  of  site  functions.  To  allow  for 
future  categories,  the  prehlstoilc  series  begins  at  zero,  and  histone  sites 
bqsins  with  50. 

50  -  Unknown  Historic 

51  -  Cemeteiy 

52  -  Farm/Ranch 

53  -  Town 

54  -  Cattle  Dtp  Thok 

55  -  Clstem 

56  -  Cattle  Water  Tank 

57  -WeU 

58  -  Bridge 

59  -  Dump 

60  -  Domestic  Dwelling 

61  -  Windmill 

62  -  Carvings  in  Rock 

63  -  Dam 

64  -  Sciuxd 

65  -  Spnnghouse 
66-Mlll 

67  -  Cattle  Water  'Trough 
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TAM.;  TARL  triiiaailal  site  numba' 

FMLD:  Site  field  number 

SINBITT:  Density.  Quantity  of  cultural  material  present. 

0  -  N<me 

1  -  Low 

2  -  Medium 
3-Hl^ 

Chronological  Period  based  on  the  site  form  and  the  evaluation  of  the 
survey  team. 

UNKNOWlf:  Unknown 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

MIDIILB;  Middle-nineteenth  Century 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

LATB:  Late-nlneteenth  Century 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

LJBABLT:  Late-nineteenth/Early-twenUeth  Century 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

EAKLT:  Earfy-twenUeth  Century 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

DBP_P:  Depression  Period 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

MILITART:  Military  Period 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Ceramics  observed  on  the  site 

C.BWABB:  Coarse  Earthenware 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

UIID.WW:  Undecorated  Whiteware 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 


Decorated  WtiMrwore 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 


•TWABB:  Stoneware 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

POBCBUf:  Porcelain 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

MUMAUL  Maker’s  Mark 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 


ms: 

C.TOTO: 


BOT_C3L; 

BR_W_BOT: 


CANJAR: 


CQRLJAR: 


DBP.OL: 


Tobacco  P4)es 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Ceramic  Toys 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Other  Ceramics 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Glass  observed  on  the  site 

Bottle  Glass 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Brantfy/Whiskey  Bottles 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 


Canning  Jars 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Cold  Cream  Jars 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Condiment  Jars/BotUes 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Depression  Glass 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 


X72 


KfJWiitM»  l-nip  Puts 

0  •  Abaent 
1  -  Pre&etxt. 


IIID_BOT: 

LAV.GL; 

8IIUFP: 


TAB.WAR: 


OTHER_GL: 


BAR.HOOP: 


BUCKET: 


CAR: 


CHAINS: 


CLOTHING: 


PARM.IfAC: 


GUNS: 


Medicine  Bottles 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Lavender  Glass 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Snuff  Bottles 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Tableware 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Other  Glass 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Metal  observed  on  the  site 

Barrel  Hoops 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Buckets 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Car  Parts 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Chains 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Clothing  Items 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Farm  Machinery 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Guns/Gun  Parts 
0  -  Absent 
I  -  Present 
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HandToolft 
O-Abaeat 
1  -  Present 


mcAir: 

MLTOTB: 

TRACTOR: 

WA8BTUB; 

OTHER_lf: 

BRlCKJilll: 

PLAT.GL: 

FOOND^lf: 


Horae  Hardware 
0  -  Absent 
I  -  Present 

Household  Goods 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 


Plow  Parts 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Tin  Cans 
0- Absent 
1  -  Present 

Metal  Toys 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Tractor  Parts 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Washtubs 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Other  Metal 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Building  material  observed  on  the  site 

Bricks 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Brick  with  Maker's  Mark 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Flat  Glass 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Foundation  Material 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 
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wmjBum: 

Structural  Haidware 

0  -  Abamt 

1  •  Present 

mn: 

Tiles 

0  -  Absent 

1  -  Present 

ROOTINQ; 

Roofing  Materials 

0  -  Absent 

1  -  Present 

OTSBR^B: 

Other  Building  Material 

0  -  Absent 

1  -  Present 

Miscellaneous  materials  observed  on  the  site 

LEATBBR: 

Leather 

0  -  Absent 

1  -  Present 

PLA8T; 

Plastic 

0  -  Absent 

1  -  Present 

RUBBER: 

Rubber 

0  -  Absent 

1  -  Present 

MORTAR: 

Mortar 

0  -  Absent 

1  -  Present 

WINDMILL: 

Windmill  Parts 

0  -  Absent 

1  -  Present 

ires  observed  on  the  site 

BRIDGE: 

Bridge 

0  -  Absent 

1  -  Present 

CHIMNEY: 

Chimney  Fall/Hearth 

0  -  Absent 

1  -  Present 

CISTERN: 

Cistern 

0  -  Absent 

1  -  Present 

UPTAHK: 

TSEBS: 

STKDC: 


Coocrele  Slab 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Concrete  Water  Tsoik 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Corral 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Depression 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Dip  Tank 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Domestic  Vegetation 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Extant  Structure 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

Pence 
0  -  Absent 
1  -  Presoit 

Foundations 
0  -  Absoit 
1  -  Present 


BT0IIB8:  Paving  Stones 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

€aKUM:  RootCdlar 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

HUBBUB:  Ibibble 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 
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■TikHK:  Earthen  Stock  Tank 

0  •  Abaoit 
1  -  Present 

WALL:  Stone  Wall 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

TWOUQH:  Trough 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

WELL:  Wen 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

PJinnoilL:  Windmill 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 

F_OTHBR:  Other  Features 

0  -  Absent 
1  -  Present 
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Historic  Sites  Recorded  in  Delivery  Order  10  Survey  (Cultural  Infoiaation) 
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